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Revised Notice of Preparation
Draft Focused, Tiered Environmental Impact Report

Project Title: Construction and Operation of Building 49

State Clearinghouse No: 2003062097

Project Location: Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory
Lead Agency: University of California
County: Alameda County

Revised Project Description

On June 16, 2003, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory (LBNL or Berkeley Lab) filed a Notice of
Preparation (NOP) to prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed construction and
operation of Building 49 and the G-4 Parking Lot Project. As identified in the NOP and as stated during
its Fune 30" scoping meeting, LBNL pledged to examine several alternatives to the proposed Project and
to refrain from commiting to any particular courses of action prior to undergoing the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process. This process includes providing open scoping, soliciting of
public and agency opinions, and examining the CEQA analyses under preparation by independent experts.

Having undergone this scoping process, Berkeley Lab has revised the project description to exclude using
Building 49 excavation soil to construct the G-4 parking lot, and instead will haul the soil for disposal off-
site. Therefore, the forthcoming EIR will drop consideration of the proposed G-4 parking lot, and will
instead include as part of the proposed Project the shipment of soils off-site to be used as clean fill for
landfill cover or construction projects elsewhere. Please refer to the attached Initial Study for a more
detailed explanation of the project description and the forthcoming EIR.

LBNL thanks the many members of the public who took the time to review the project scoping materials,
who attended the June 30™ scoping meeting, and who responded verbally and in writing with their
opinions.
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Scoping Comments

The University of California’ will be the Lead Agency and will prepare a focused, tiered Environmental
Impact Report for the proposed construction and operation of Building 49 for Lawrence Berkeley
National Laboratory, located-in the cities of Berkeley and Oakland, Alameda County, California. A brief
summary of the project description follows, along with a description of alternatives to be considered
(Attachment A). A detailed project description and preliminary discussion of environmental issues, along
with project graphics, is included in the attached Initial Study (Attachment B).

In response to the original June 16, 2003 NOP, LBNL received comments on both the Building 49 and the
G-4 parking components of the Project. As a result of the current changes to the project description, those
comments regarding the G-4 parking lot component are no longer relevant to the analysis. Comments )
regarding the Building 49 component of the Project, however, will continue to be considered in the
preparation of the EIR. Interested Agencies and individuals are invited to submit comments based on the
revised Project described herein and in the Initial Study.

We request your agency’s views as to the scope and content of the environmental information germane to
your agency’s statutory responsibilities pertinent to the proposed Project. Your agency will need to use
the EIR when considering any applicable permit(s) or other approval(s) for the proposed Project.

Your response should be sent not later than 30 days after receipt of this notice to be considered for the EIR
scope and analysis. The name of a contact person within your agency should be included with your
response.

Please send your response to: Jeff Philliber, Environmental Planning Coordinator
: Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, MS 90K
One Cyclotron Road, Berkeley, California 94720

If you have any questions about this process, please contact Jeff Philliber, EIR Coordinator for this
Project, at the above address or at (510) 486-5257.

Date: August 5. 2003

Laura Chen, Chief Facilities Planner
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory

' LBNL is a multi-program U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) research laboratory operated and managed by the Regents of the
University of California since 1940. LBNL is a geographically distinct entity and operates independently from UC Berkeley.
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Building 49 Project
August 6, 2003

Attachments: Summary Project Description and Scope of Focused Tiered EIR
Public Scoping Meeting Announcement
Initial Study and.Project Maps/Graphics

ce. State Agencies

State Clearinghouse

Dr. Alan C. Lloyd, CA Air Resources Board

Gary Adams et al, Chief, CalTrans

Sal Ciriello et al, Facility Permitting, CA EPA, Department of Toxic Substances Control
Robert C. Hight, Director, CA Department of Fish and Game

David Kennedy, Director, CA Department of Water Resources

Winston Hickox, Secretary, CA Environmental Protection Agency

Ms. Heidi Temko et al, CA State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Clean Water
Programs

Ms. Mary D. Nichols, Secretary, CA Resources Agency

Mr. Edgar Bailey et al, Chief, CA Department of Health Services, Radiological Health Branch
Mr. Lawrence Kolb et al, Executive, CA Regional Water Quality Control Board

Federal Agencies

Mr. Michael Bandrowski et al, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9, Office of
Radiation and Indoor Air

Wayne White, Supervisor, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Enhancement Division, Sacramento
Field Office

Mr. Richard Nolan, U.S. Department of Energy, Berkeley Site Office

Janet M. Neville, U.S. Department of Energy, NEPA Compliance Officer

Mr. Roger Little, U.S. Department of Energy

Regional/County Agencies

James Sorenson et al, Director, Alameda County Planning Department
. Andy Parsons, Contra Costa County Department of Health Services
Mr. Pat O’Brien, East Bay Regional Park District

City of Berkeley

Ms. Sherry M. Kelly, City Clerk
Mr. Weldon Rucker et al, City Manager

City of Oakland

Ceda Floyd, City Clerk’s Office
Jane Brunner, Councilmember City of Oakland, District 1
Mr. Robert Bobb, Office of the City Manager
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University of California

Alan Waltner, UCOP et al, General Counsel
Howard Hatayama, Sr. VP, UCOP, Laboratory Administration

UC Berkeley

Vice Chancellor Horace Mitchell et al, Business and Administrative Services
Tom Lollini, Director, Physical and Environmental Planning
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Attachment A
Revised Summary Project Description and Scope of Focused Tiered EIR

The Building 49 project site is located on a west-facing hiliside, between Cyclotron Road and East Road,
on the western side of the LBNL site, within the city limits of Berkeley. A detailed discussion of project
description, location, and the potential environmental effects is contained in the attached Initial Study.
The proposed Project has been revised to exclude the construction of the G-4 Parking Lot with excess
project soils in favor of hauling soil off-site for disposal or reuse.

Building 49

Building 49 would be a six-story, 65,000 sq. ft. office building constructed at LBNL by a third-party
developer who would lease the building to the University for LBNL’s use. It would provide
“decompression” office space for up to 240 staff who already work at LBNL under overcrowded
conditions; it would not change the population at LBNL and would cause no new automobile commute
trips. No laboratory research or space would be included in this building; accordingly, no hazardous
laboratory chemicals or radionuclides would be emitted.

The approximately 1.08-acre project site is currently undeveloped and is located on the hillside east of
Cyclotron Road, near LBNL’s main entrance, and adjacent to the Building 50 complex. Building 49
construction would take place from approximately Spring 2004 to Fall 2005. The Project would require
excavation, construction of new infrastructure, and site re-vegetation. The site has no record of soil
contamination or other past activities that might be indicative of contamination. Approximately 19,000 to
26,000 cubic yards of soil would be excavated from the site for construction of the proposed building.
The site is primarily vegetated with eucalyptus trees and non-native grassland. No Federally or State
listed species of concern are known to exist on the site.

Excavated soils would be shipped off-site for disposal or reuse by an approved area landfill or
construction site. The actual site would be determined at the time of excavation because the actual
demand for soil is generally variable. Under the revised project description, soil would be shipped in
amounts of approximately 12 cubic yards per truck, down Cyclotron Road, west on Hearst Avenue, south
on Oxford or Shattuck Avenues, and west on University Avenue to Interstate 80. Under the maximum
soil excavation scenario of 26,000 cubic yards, off-site disposal of soil would require approximately 2,200
round truck trips.

Scope of Environmental Impact Report

Environmental issues that will be analyzed in detail in this focused, tiered EIR include: aesthetics; air
quality; biological resources; cultural resources; geology, soils, and seismicity; hazards and hazardous
materials; hydrology and water quality; land use and planning; noise; public services; transportation and
traffic; utilities and service systems; and cumulative impacts. Environmental issues to be focused out of
the EIR are: agricultural resources; mineral resources; population and housing; and recreational resources.

Page 5
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The EIR will be tiered off of LBNL’s 1987 Long Range Development Plan EIR, as amended, and will
incorporate all applicable mitigation measures from that EIR, as appropriate.

Alternatives

The EIR will identify six possible alternatives to the proposed Project. In addition to a No Project
Alternative, the following alternatives for Building 49 construction will be considered for analysis in the
EIR:

Off-site lease(s); An equivalent amount of off-site space would be leased on the UC Berkeley campus, in
the City of Berkeley, or in other nearby cities.

Alternate On-site Location(s); One equivalent-sized or a series of smaller buildings with equivalent total
space would be constructed at different locations on-site.

Smaller Building: A smaller or differently designed building would be constructed at the presently
proposed Project site. This building could include a smaller profile or footprint to reduce impacts
identified in the EIR, as appropriate.

The following alternatives for disposal of excavated soil will also be considered in the EIR:

Soil Disposal On-site: Single or multiple alternate sites would be found at Berkeley Lab to distribute the
up to approximately 26,000 cubic yards of excavated soil.

Soil Disposal at Off-site Landfill--Grizzly Peak Route: 26,000 cubic yards of soil would be trucked out in
up to approximately 2,200 round truck trips to a nearby use or area landfill. The trucks would depart
through the Grizzly Peak gate, up to Centennial Drive, to Grizzly Peak Blvd., to Fish Ranch Road, to
Highway 24, to either Interstate 580 or Interstate 880.

Page 6
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Berkeley National Laboratory

One Cyclotron Road,
Berkeley, California 94720

Revised Initial Study

L PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Title: Construction and Operation of Building 49*

SCH Number: 2003062097

Lead Agency: University of California, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory
Address: One Cyclotron Road, MS 90K, Berkeley, California 94720
County: Alameda County

Contact Person: Jeff Philliber
Environmental Planning Group
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory
One Cyclotron Road, MS 90K
Berkeley, California 94720

Phone Number: (510) 486-5257

*.-Referred to herein as “the proposed Project” or “the Project.”

. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This Initial Study has been revised to reflect that the proposed project description no longer
includes construction of the G-4 parking lot with surplus excavated soil from Building 49.
Instead, soil would be hauled off-site in trucks for disposal or reuse elsewhere.

Description of Proposed Project

Building 49

The University of California (UC) proposes to enter into an agreement with a third-party
developer (“the Developer™) to construct a six-story, 65,000 sq. ft. office building at the
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory (LBNL, or “Berkeley Lab™). UC would execute a
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ground lease for the Site with the Developer. The Ground Lease would allow the Developer to
finance, design, build, own, and maintain the building. UC would lease all of the space in the
Office Building from the Developer for use by LBNL through a Rental Agreement.

LBNL would use the building for office and meeting space. The proposed office building would
include no laboratory space, and no laboratory research would be conducted in the building. The
proposed Project would “decompress” existing staff from other areas of Berkeley Lab that are
currently overcrowded or that do not meet LBNL workspace standards for office workers (i.e.,
135 net square feet of primary office space per person). The proposed Project would not affect
the population of the LBNL hill site—no new employees would be added to LBNL’s population
as a result of this proposed Project.

The approximately 1.08-acre project site is currently undeveloped and is located on the hillside
east of Cyclotron Road, near LBNL’s main entrance: the Blackberry Gate entrance on Cyclotron
Road (see Figures 1 and 2). It is adjacent to the Building 50 complex to the east, Cyclotron
Road and the Building 65 complex to the west, the main LBNL shuttle bus stop to the north, and
an exterior stairway and undeveloped hillside further to the south. The proposed Building 49
would be occupied by up to approximately 240 current LBNL employees and would include
approximately ten on-site service, visitor, and handicapped parking spaces. The proposed office
building would be accessible from both Cyclotron Road at the entry floor level on the west side
of the building, and from East Road (a.k.a. “Road E”) at the sixth floor level on the east side of
the building.

Building 49 construction would take place from approximately Spring 2004 to Fail 2005. The
Project would require excavation, construction of new infrastructure, and site re-vegetation. The
site has no record of soil contamination or other past activities that might be indicative of
contamination. Approximately 26,000 cubic yards of soil would be excavated from the site for
construction of the proposed building. The site is primarily vegetated with eucalyptus trees and
non-native grassland. No Federally or State listed species of concern are known to exist on the
site.

Building 49 would be designed to complement the topography of the project site, as well as
adjacent buildings and the predominant architectural style of LBNL (see Figures 3, 4, and 5).
The Project would also be designed to provide short-range views of the Blackberry Canyon
entrance area along Cyclotron Road, and long-range views (from its upper stories) of the
University of California, Berkeley campus and adjacent areas, as well as the San Francisco Bay.
With the possible exception of the uppermost floor(s), Building 49 would not be viewable from
most off-site short, medium, and long-range views. The proposed building’s interior would be
designed to promote interaction and collaboration between staff.

Building 49 would include a ground lease to the Developer who would own, finance, design,
build, and manage the new office building. The University of California would lease the
building from the Developer on a year-to-year basis for LBNL use. The University of California

Revised Initial Study
page 2
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has confirmed that any potential for the building to be leased or occupied by any party other than
the University of California or the Department of Energy is not reasonably foreseeable, and is
therefore not a part of this California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review. In the
unforeseeable event that the University or the Department of Energy did not elect to lease the
building, a separate CEQA review would be conducted for any alternative occupancy of the
building, as appropriate

Soil Disposal or Reuse

The proposed Project would generate between approximately 19,000 and up to 26,000 cubic
yards of excavated soil that would need to be transported away from the Building 49 project site.
The soil would be loaded into trucks and hauled to an off-site location or locations where it
would either be used as fill for landfill covering or as requested by nearby construction projects
in need of clean fill at that time. For purposes of the CEQA analysis, it will be assumed that the
soil would be shipped west on University Avenue to Interstate 80 to a nearby regional landfill
that will be identified in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for this Project. It is assumed
that each truck would carry approximately 12 cubic yards of fill for a maximum of
approximately 2,200 round trips.

Project Need and Objectives

The proposed Building 49 is intended to help address a substantial shortage of office space at
LBNL that results in overcrowded work conditions for many staff. It would advance LBNL
towards its target—as recommended by the General Services Administration—of 135 net square
feet of primary office space per person. LBNL’s current sitewide space allocation is
approximately 100 net square feet per person. As a third-party development, the Building 49
Project would eliminate the need for scarce governmental funding otherwise necessary to
construct such a building on site. It would provide a building that is in close proximity to where
it would be most useful (i.c., near the Lab’s front entrance and near the densely populated
Building 50 and Building 70 complexes), and it would be an opportunity to create a signature
building that would serve as a focal point to LBNL from the main gate at Blackberry Canyon.
The Project would avoid using additional leased space off site, thereby minimizing inefficiencies
of staff being separated from the main Berkeley Laboratory hill site, including the time and
expense of frequent travel between off-site leased space and the main site in the everyday
conduct of LBNL business.

General Setting and Background

The main LBNL site straddles the border between the cities of Berkeley and Oakland in
Alameda County adjacent to and east of the UC Berkeley campus. Berkeley Lab is situated in
the ridges and draws of Blackberry and Strawberry Canyons in the East Bay Hills. The area to
the west includes the UC Berkeley campus, and UC Berkeley student and general residential
neighborhoods; to the north are single-family residential neighborhoods, the Lawrence Hall of

Revised Initial Study
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Science, and other rurally set recreational and cultural facilities and parking uses; to the east and
southeast are University-owned rural lands including designated a ecological study area and
botanical garden; to the south and southwest are the University, recreational facilities, and
single-family residential neighborhoods.

A portion of the main LBNL site, including the upper east canyon area, was included in the US
Fish and Wildlife Service’s designation of critical habitat for the Federally threatened Alameda
whipsnake. This designation included major portions of Alameda and Contra Costa counties;
LBNL lies on the periphery of this designation area. The designation was made in the year 2000
and was vacated in 2003 by the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of California. The
Building 49 site does not lie within this formerly designated area

Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory is a multi-program energy research laboratory operated
and managed by the University of California under a contract with the U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE). LBNL has operated at its present site since 1940. Its principal role for DOE is
to conduct research on the broad range of fundamental sciences, energy, and environmental
resources. Classified research is not conducted at LBNL.

LBNL is located on approximately 200 acres that are owned by the University of California and
most of which are leased to DOE. DOE owns the facilities and structures that comprise LBNL,
and it contracts out the management and operation of the National Laboratory to the University
of California.

Long Range Development Plan Consistency

LBNL’s current Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) and LRDP EIR were approved in 1987.
The EIR was later supplemented in 1992 and an Addendum was prepared in 1997 (these
documents are referred to hereafter collectively as the “1987 LRDP EIR, as amended™). In the
forthcoming Project EIR, the proposed Project will be analyzed for consistency with the current
LRDP and 1987 LRDP EIR, as amended.

The proposed Project would be within the space and population levels anticipated in the current
1987 LBNL LRDP and analyzed in the 1987 LRDP EIR, as amended. The proposed Building 49
would not present a land use conflict. Its site is underlain with utilities; it is adjacent to the
existing Building 50 complex; and it is buffered from the surrounding off-site view points and
land uses by terrain, vegetation, and surrounding buildings. The proposed Project would
implement all applicable 1987 LRDP EIR, as amended, mitigation measures.

LBNL is undergoing a multi-year process to prepare a new LRDP and LRDP EIR. If adopted by
The Regents of the University of California, these documents would guide future development at
LBNL for approximately 20 years. It is expected that draft versions of these documents may be
available for public review in early 2004. Although the current LRDP and 1987 LRDP EIR, as

Revised Initial Study
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amended, are the applicable guiding documents for this proposed Project, it is anticipated that the
proposed Project would be completely consistent with the new LRDP and LRDP EIR.

L. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The focused, tiered EIR will analyze the potential for project impacts in the following areas: 1)
aesthetics; 2) air quality; 3) biological resources; 4) cultural resources; 5) geology, soils, and
seismicity; 6) hazards and hazardous materials; 7) hydrology and water quality; 8) land use and
planning; 9) noise; 10) public services; 11) transportation and traffic; 12) utilities and service
systems; and 13) cumulative impacts. None of the environmental factors identified below are
expected to be significant after inclusion of appropriate mitigation. Nevertheless, LBNL will
continue preparation of an EIR for this revised project description.

Aesthetics

Biological Resources

Hazards & Hazardous Materials
Mineral Resources

Public Services

Utilities/Service Systems

LI

Agriculture Resources
Cultural Resources -
Hydrology/Water Quality
Noise

Recreation

Revised Initial Study
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Geology/Soils
Land Use/Planning

Population/Housing

Transportation/Traffic

'Mandatory Findings of Significance
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- Iv. DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)

On the basis of the initial evaluation that follows:

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

1 find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

. I find that the proposed project MAY have a signiﬁcant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

1 find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. A TIERED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze
only the effects that remain to be addressed.

1 find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR
or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided
or mitigated pursnant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions
or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, no further environmental
document is required. FINDINGS consistent with this determination will be prepared.

Signature Date

Printed Name For

Revised Initial Study
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V. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS

Revised Initial Study Checklist

1. AESTHETICS — Would the Project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Although the upper portion of Building 49 might be intermittently visible from some off-
site locations, it is not expected to be substantially visible from off-site scenic vistas.

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

The site is not readily visible from a State scenic highway.

¢) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?

Building 49 construction would remove trees and change the visual character of the
immediate site; however, the site is adjacent to heavily developed areas.

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day
or nighttime views in the area?

The Building 49 Project would introduce new sources of light and glare to the immediate
site; however, new construction would conform to design guidelines and visual quality
mitigation measures identified in the 1987 LRDP EIR, as amended, and it would be
adjacent to existing light and glare sources.

¢) Exceed an applicable LRDP or Program EIR standard of significance?
With the implementation of the mitigation measures set out in the Laboratory's LRDP

EIR, as amended, as well as project-specific mitigation measures if required, the
Laboratory expects that no applicable standard of significance would be exceeded.

Will be analyzed
in EIR

No additional
analysis needed

[]

Although the upper portion of Building 49 might be intermittently visible from some off-site locations, the Project would not
have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista or from a scenic road. The Building 49 roofline would be adjacent to and
well below the building mass of the Building 50 complex to the east. In conformance with mitigation measures set out in the

Laboratory's LRDP EIR, as amended, the building design and the construction materials used would reduce potential impacts of

light and glare, and the building site would be landscaped.
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Will be analyzed No additional
in EIR analysis needed

2. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural
resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997)
prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. Would the Project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide D .
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland

Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, te non-
agricultural use?

The LBNL site contains no agriculturally-used lands, nor any Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance.

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? D .

See above. The project site 1s not zoned for agricultural use, and no Williamson Act
contracts would be affected.

¢) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or D -
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricuitural use?

See above. The Project would not involve any changes in the environment that could
result in the conversion of farmland to nonagricultural use.

d) Exceed an applicable LRDP or Program EIR standard of significance? D .

No applicable standard of significance would be exceeded.

There are no agricultural resources at the LBNL site. The proposed Project would not result in the conversion of agricultural
resources to non-agricultural use, conflict with existing zoning, or otherwise result in a significant environmental effect to
designated agricultural resources. No impact would occur and no further analysis is required. Agricultural resources will be
focused out from analysts in the EIR.

Revised Initial Study Checklist
Page 2 of 21
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Will be analyzed No additional
in EIR analysis needed

3. AIR QUALITY — Where available, the significance criteria established by the
applicable air quality management or air pollution control district may be relied
upon to make the following determinations, Would the Project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? . D

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) air basin is designated as a
State non-attainment area for PM, (particulate matter with a nominal diameter of 10
microns or less), and as a Federal and State non-attainment area for ozone precursors.
Construction of both elements of the proposed Project would produce temporary
emissions of these pollutants, although in quantities expected to be well below their
applicable BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines thresholds of significance. Such increases
would be very minor on a regional level. - The Laboratory would use standard emission
control and reduction measures, including measures to suppress dust during construction.

Operation of Building 49 would not require an emergency generator (as it would rely on
the existing permitted generator used by the Building 50 complex), but would likely use

gas-powered boilers for water heating. All necessary permits would be obtained through
the BAAQMD, as appropriate.

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or . D
projected air quality violation?

See above. Estimated emissions from the Project are expected to be below BAAQMD
CEQA Guidelines thresholds for all criteria pollutants. No laboratory research would
take place in the building, and thus there would be no laboratory emissions of toxic air
contaminants or radionuclides.

Although the BAAQMD air basin is designated as a non-attainment area for the State
ozone and PM,; standards, and a non-attainment area for the Federal ozone standard, any
increased contribution to those pollutant emissions resulting from the proposed Project
likely would be very minor on a regional level. Local PM;y emissions due to
construction would be controlled using applicable BAAQMD control measures, and
likely would be less than significant based on that agency's criteria. No significant
contribution to an air quality standard violation would be expected.

¢) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for . D
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state

ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed

quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

Revised Initial Study Checklist
Page 3 of 21

LBNL Building 49 Draft EIR A-16 ESA /202210



BUILDING 49 EIR

APPENDIX A

Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory Revised Initial Study Checklist

The BAAQMD air basin is desighated as a non-attainment area for the State ozone and
PM,, standards, and a non-attainment area for the Federal ozone standard, so any
increased contribution of these emissions to the region would constitute an adverse
cumulative impact. However, LBNL’s expected increases in PM;q and ozone precursor
emissions as a result of the proposed Project would be relatively minor and would not
likely pose a “cumulatively considerable net increase.”

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

It is expected that no substantial pollutant concentrations would be created by the Project
that would affect any known nearby sensitive receptors.

¢) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

Ongoing activities from the proposed Project are not expected to create nuisance or
objectionable odors affecting substantial numbers of people, particularly people off-site.
Actions that might create objectionable odors include any asphalt-laying during
construction activities. Such odors would be temporary and likely noticeable to a small
number of off-site people, and then only under limited meteorological conditions.

f) Exceed an applicable LRDP or Program EIR standard of significance?

With the implementation of the mitigation measures set out in the Laboratory's LRDP
EIR, as amended, as well as project-specific mitigation measures if required, the
Laboratory expects that no applicable air quality standard of significance would be
exceeded.

Building 49 Project
SCH # 2003062097

Will be analyzed No additional
in EIR analysis needed

| 0l

Temporary construction-related air impacts would occur at the construction site and would result from construction vehicle
exhaust and dust from earth movement. Operational impacts from Building 49 would be negligible, as the proposed Project
would not generate any new automobile commute trips. Minor emissions from Building 49 gas-powered boilers and other

building systems may occur.

4. BICLOGICAL RESOURCES -~ Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Revised Initial Study Checklist
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Critical Habitat for the Federally threatened Alameda whipsnake was designated by the
US Fish and Wildlife Service in 2000. This designated habitat area included thousands
of acres in Alameda and Contra Costa counties, and included an area nearby to the
proposed Project site (although this habitat designation was successfully challenged in a
recent court case, LBNL will proceed with the analysis as if it were in place).” It is not
expected that this Project would impact the Federally threatened Alameda whipsnake: the
site is not located in the US Fish and Wildlife Service-designated critical habitat area, nor
does it contain the characteristic features of classic whipsnake habitat, and there have
never been reported sitings of this species anywhere within LBNL boundaries.
Nevertheless, for the purposes of the EIR analysis, it will be assumed that the site might
be used as a dispersal corridor for the Alameda whipsnake from habitat areas in the
region and that the occasional presence of the species on the site is possible.

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive . El
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by
the California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?

The Building 49 site contains no known riparian or sensitive habitat.

¢) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by - D
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal

pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or

other means?

The Building 49 site contains no known federally protected wetlands or waters of the
United States as defined under the Clean Water Act.

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory . D
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

The site does not serve as a known migratory corridor or nursery site to any native
resident or migratory species. This issue will be further examined in the EIR analysis.

¢) Conflict with any local applicable policies protecting biological resources? . D

Berkeley Lab is not aware of any local applicable policies pertaining to biological
resources on the project site.

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural ' . D
Community Conservation Plan, or other applicable habitat conservation plan?

! On May 9, 2003, the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of California vacated the Fish and Wildlife's
Service's Final Rule designating critical habitat for the Alameda Whipsnake. Nevertheless, for the purposes of this
analysis, LBNL conservatively recognizes the boundaries of the former critical habitat area in its consideration of
possible impacts to biological resources.
Revised Initial Study Checklist
Page 5 of 21 ’

LBNL Building 49 Draft EIR A-18 ESA /202210



BUILDING 49 EIR

APPENDIX A

Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory Revised Initial Study Checklist
Building 49 Project
SCH # 2003062097

Will be analyzed No additional
in EIR analysis needed

No such plans have been adopted for LBNL site lands.
g) Exceed an applicable LRDP or Program EIR standard of significance? . I:l

With the implementation of the mitigation measures set out in the Laboratory's LRDP
EIR, as amended, as well as project-specific mitigation measures that may be identified
through the EIR analysis, by appropriate resource agencies, or through the permitting
process, no applicable standard of significance is expected to be exceeded by the
proposed Project.

The proposed Project would include the removal of encalyptus trees and assorted other trees, including a small number of oaks.
The site will be examined for Alameda whipsnake habitat issues, although it is itself neither in designated habitat nor a good
example of colonizable habitat.

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the Project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as . D
defined in §15064.57

No known or suspected historical resources.exist at the proposed Project location,

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological . D
resource pursuant to §15064.5?

No known or suspected archaeological resources exist at the proposed Project location.

¢) Directly or indirectly destroy a unigue paleontological resource or site or unique . D
geologic feature?

No known or suspected paleontological resources or unique geologic features exist at the
proposed Project location.

d) Disturb any human remains, including these interred outside of formal ’ . D
cemeteries?

No known or suspected human remains exist at the proposed Project location.
¢) Exceed an applicable LRDP or Program EIR standard of significance? . D
‘With the implementation of the mitigation measures set out in the Laboratory's LRDP

EIR, as amended, as well as project-specific mitigation measures if required, the
Laboratory expects that no applicable standard of significance would be exceeded.
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There are no known or expected archaeological or historical sites in the project excavation and construction area. As part of
previous investigations, surface examinations for cultural resources were made of undeveloped lands at Berkeley Lab. Ifan
unexpected encounter with a subsurface cultural resource such as an archaeological midden were to occur, LBNL would enact
appropriate mitigation as part of the proposed Project.

6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS - Would the Project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist- . [:I
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or

based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines

and Geology Special Publication 42.

The Building 49 Project would be constructed on a sloped site within the Alquist Priolo
zone, an area extending 150 meters (about 500 feet) on both sides of major active faults,
in this case, the Hayward Fault. To the extent that personnel would relocate to these
areas from areas more distant from the fault, it is possible that their exposure to seismic
risks would marginally increase. The Project would meet applicable requirements for
structures erected in this zone, and the structures would be designed in conformance with
the University's seismic safety standards and other applicable Laboratory standards,
which exceed California Building Code requirements.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? . D
See above.
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? . D
Sec above.

iv) Landslides? [ | ]

The proposed Project site is located on a relatively steep slope. To the extent that
personnel would relocate to these areas from areas located on more level ground, it is
possible that their exposure to landslide-related risks would marginally increase,
especially during seismic events. See response to 6(a)(i), above. This would not be
expected to be significant.

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? . D
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As it would be designed and constructed in accordance with management practices to
minimize erosion, the Project would not result in substantial soil erosion. Topsoil within
the footprint of the Project would be developed, or covered with engineered fill and
paved or reseeded.

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become i D
unstable as a result of the Project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide,
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

See (a)(i) and (a)(iv), above.

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building . D
Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?

Building 49 would be constructed on a geotechnically engineered foundation and footing
system. The Project would not be located on known expansive soils.

¢) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or D .
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?

Like the rest of the LBNL site, Building 49 would rely on the East Bay Municipal Utility
District sanitary sewer system for wastewater disposal.

f) Exceed an applicable LRDP or Program EIR standard of significance? . D
With the implementation of the mitigation measures set out in the Laboratory's LRDP

EIR, as amended, as well as project-specific mitigation measures if required, the
Laboratory expects that no applicable standard of significance would be exceeded.

The Building 49 Project would be constructed on a sloped site within the Alquist Priolo zone, an area extending 150 meters
(about 500 feet) on both sides of major active faults, in this case, recognized to be nearby to the Hayward Fault. It would be
designed to the University’s strict standards for earthquake safety, which exceed the building code requirements.

A Fault Rupture Hazard Investigation was prepared for the Building 49 Project in August 2002. Three trenches were dug
across the site in order to study subsurface conditions for the purpose of determining if any fault-related features were prosent.
The Investigation concluded that there are no fault-related features found to underlie the project site and that no fault-related
features would impact the proposed Project.

7. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOQUS MATERIALS - Would the Preject:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine D .
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
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Building 49 would be used as office and meeting space only; no laboratory research or
storage, handling, or use of laboratory chemicals would take place within the building.
The building would include no laboratories or fume hoods.

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably D .
foreseeable upset and accident conditiens involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

See above. Also, there is no history of hazardous materials processing, storage, or
disposal on the Building 49 project site.

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, . D
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

No acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste would be handled at the project
location. Emissions associated with the Project would be minimal and would involve
construction vehicle emissions, and building maintenance system emissions such as those
from boilers. (An emergency generator would not be included in this Project as Building
49 would be connected to the existing emergency generator system for the Building 50
Complex.)

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites . D
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?

The project site is not located on any list of hazardous materials sites.

¢) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has D .
not been adopted, within two miles of a public airpert or public use airport, wounld

the Project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project

area?

The Project is not located within two miles of an airport.

f) For a Project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the Project resultin a D .
safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

The Project is not located within two miles of a private airstrip.

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency . D
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

The Project would not impair or interfere with the Laboratory's emergency response and
evacuation planning. The new building would be incorporated into LBNL’s existing
emergency Tesponse and evacuation plans.
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h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving . D
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?

The project site is on sloped terrain and adjacent to both built-up areas and wildlands.

The Laboratory as a whole is subject to dry, warm conditions and occasional high winds
during the fire season. Fire hazards would be minimal as the building would meet all
required safety standards and fire code, and the building would be surrounded up and
downslope by roadways. LBNL has considerable on-site fire suppression capabilities and
its own fire department, maintains mutual assistance arrangements with neighboring fire
districts, and has implemented a fuel reduction/vegetation management program that has
greatly reduced the risk of wildland fire in the vicinity of the Lab.

i) Exceed an applicable LRDP or Program EIR standard of significance? . D
With the implementation of the mitigation measures set out in the Laboratory's LRDP

EIR, as amended, as well as project-specific mitigation measures if required, the
Laboratory expects that no applicable standard of significance would be exceeded.

Building 49 would be used as office and meeting space only; no laboratory research or storage, handling, or use of laboratory
chemicals would take place within the building. The building would include no laboratories or fume hoods. Emissions
associated with the Project would be minimal and would involve construction vehicle emissions, and building maintenance
systemn emissions such as those from boilers. An emergency generator would not be included in this Project as Building 49
would be connected to the existing emergency generator system for the Building 50 Complex.

Fire hazard would be minimal as the building would meet all required safety standards and fire code, and the building would be
surrounded up and downslope by roadways.

8. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -- Would the Project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? . D

The Project would not be expected to violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements; it is not expected to affect LBNL’s existing wastewater discharge
permit, although these issues will be examined in the EIR and with the appropriate
Tesource agencies, as needed.

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with . D
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a

lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-

existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land

uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?
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Groundwater is not a major water source in the area. LBNL does not use on-site
groundwater, there are no groundwater production wells on-site or nearby that support
existing or planned land uses. ’

¢) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including . D
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

There are no known drainage conveyances of note on the project site. Because the site is
sloped, however, the proposed Project would result in the alteration of existing drainage
patterns on the project site; this would not be expected to result in substantial erosion or
siltation either on or off the site. Although the Project would decrease the permeable
surface on the project site, it would not be expected to significantly alter the amount of
flow entering into the downstream storm drain system. Although this is not expected to
be significant, this issue will be further examined and a determination made in the EIR
and in the coordination with the appropriate permitting agencies, as needed.

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including . D
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase

the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on-

or off-site?

See above. Drainage off-site would be facilitated by an engineered collection and
drainage system. While the increase in impervious surface for Building 49 may increase
the amount and speed of stormwater through the local storm drain system and ultimately
into Strawberry Creek, these changes would be marginal and should not be expected to
cause flooding.

¢) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or . D
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

See above. The proposed Project would include appropriate mitigation (e.g., oil/water
separaters, etc.) to address potential water quality impacts, as appropriate.

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? . D

See above. It is not expected that water quality would be substantially degraded by the
proposed Project.

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood . D
Hazard Boundary er Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map?

The Project does not involve any placement of housing and does not include any known
flood areas.
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h) Place within a 100-year flood-hazard area structures which would impede or . D
redirect flood flows?
See above. The Project would not place structures within a 100-year flood hazard area.
i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving ! D
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?
See above. The Project would not expose persons or structures to a significant risk of
loss due to flooding. There are no upslope dams or levees in the project vicinity.
j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? . D
The Project would not be in an area subject to these hazards.
k) Exceed an applicable LRDP or Program EIR standard of significance? . D

With the implementation of the mitigation measures set out in the Laboratory's LRDP
EIR, as amended, as well as project-specific mitigation measures if required, the
Laboratory expects that no applicable standard of significance would be exceeded.

Building 49 would add an additional approximately 47,000 square feet of new impervious surface area. Although this would
have a slight affect on the quantity, speed, and possibly quality of water flowing through the stormwater system that drains into
Strawberry Creek, it is not expected to be significant. The EIR will examine this issue more closely.

9. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the Project:
a) Physically divide an established community? . D

The proposed Project would not divided an established community.

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with . D
jurisdiction over the Project (including, but not limited to the LRDP, general plan,

specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of

aveiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

The principal applicable land use planning document for Laboratory projects is Berkeley
Lab's 1987 Long Range Development Plan. The proposed Project would be consistent
with the population and space projections identified in the 1987 LRDP and analyzed in
the 1987 LRDP EIR, as amended.

¢) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan? . D

The Project is not expected to conflict with any applicable conservation plan.
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d) Exceed an applicable LRDP or Program EIR standard of significance? . D

With the implementation of the mitigation measures set out in the Laboratory's LRDP
EIR, as amended, as well as project-specific mitigation measures if required, the
Laboratory expects that no applicable standard of significance would be exceeded.

The proposed Project would be consistent with the population and space projections identified in the 1987 LRDP and analyzed
in the 1987 LRDP EIR, as amended. Building 49 would be adjacent to a large-scale complex of similar buildings.

10. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would the Project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of : D .
value to the region and the residents of the state?

No mineral resources have been identified in the vicinity of the proposed Building 49
site,

b) Result in the Joss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery
site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? D .

The proposed Project would not result in the loss of availability of a locally-important
mineral resource recovery site.

¢) Exceed an applicable LRDP or Program EIR standard of significance? D .

No applicable standard of significance would be exceeded.

No mineral resources have been identified in the vicinity of the proposed Building 49 location, and the proposed Project would
not result in the loss of availability of such resources. No impact would occur and no further analysis is required. Mineral
resources would not be affected by the proposed Project and would be focused out of the EIR analysis.

11. NOISE — Would the Project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards . D
established in any applicable plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies?

Noise meter testing simulating project activities will be conducted to determine whether
applicable noise ordinances would be exceeded due to project construction or operational
activities at either site.

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or . |:|

groundborne noise levels?
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Based on the activities that would take place and the distance of the site from offsite
receptors, the Project is not expected to create excessive groundborne vibration or noise.
No blasting or pile driving would be part of this Project.

¢) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the projeet vicinity . D
above levels existing without the Project?

The Project would not create a substantial permanent or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels. Ambient noise in the area of the Building 49 construction site is high
throughout the work day, due to the relatively heavy traffic of automobiles, motorcycles,
and trucks over Cyclotron Road and the frequent (every five minutes or so) operation of
LBNL’s shuttles at its main shuttle stop adjacent to Building 65. Project operational
noise would be minimal and generally not noticeable compared to ambient surrounding
noises.

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the . D
project vicinity above levels existing without the Project?

See above. Temporary noise would increase due to Project related excavation and
construction activities, although these might not be substantial to off-site receptors given
the ambient noise in the area. These will be modeled for the EIR using noise meter
testing.

¢) For a Project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has . D
not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would

the Project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise

levels?

The Project is not within an airport use plan or within two miles of a public airport.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the Project expose . D
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

The Project is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip.
g) Exceed an applicable LRDP or Program EIR standard of significance? . D
With the implementation of the mitigation measures set out in the Laboratory's LRDP

EIR, as amended, as well as project-specific mitigation measures if required, the
Laboratory expects that no applicable standard of significance would be exceeded.
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Ambient noise in the area of the Building 49 construction site is relatively high throughout the work day, due to the relatively
heavy traffic of automobiles, motorcycles, and trucks over Cyclotron Road and the frequent (every five minutes or so) presence
of LBNL’s shuttles at its main shuttle stop adjacent to Building 65. Project operational noise would be minimal and generally
not noticeable compared to ambient surrounding noises. It would tend to consist of Building 49 HVAC and building noise.

Project construction would take place in the southwestern portion of LBNL. The Building 49 project site is approximately 650
feet from the nearest UC Berkeley student dormitories and private housing. Intervening terrain, trees, and buildings would
likely dampen noise energy before it were to reach many of these receptors.

Noise meter testing simulating project activities will be conducted to determine whether applicable noise ordinances would be
exceeded due to Project construction or operational activities at the site.

12. POPULATION AND HOUSING -- Would the Project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by D .
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension
of roads or other infrastructure)?

The proposed Project would not create new housing. It would decompress space for
existing staff positions and would not result in an increase in staff at LBNL, and thus
would not create a demand for new housing. The Project's extension of infrastructure

would not induce population growth because these would exclusively serve staff and
visitors to the Laboratory.

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction D .
of replacement housing elsewhere?

The Project would not displace any existing housing,.

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of I:] .
replacement housing elsewhere?

The Project would not displace any residential housing or persons from the area.
d) Exceed an applicable LRDP or Program EIR standard of significance? I:] .

No applicable standard of significance would be exceeded.

The proposed Project would not induce population growth, displace housing, or displace people. No impact would occur and
no further analysis is required. Population and housing issues would not be affected by the proposed Project and would be
focused out of the EIR analysis.
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13. PUBLIC SERVICES

a) Would the Project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times or other performance ebjectives for any of the public services:

Fire protection? . D

As with any new office building, fire protection services would be required for the
proposed Building 49. However, the building would be designed in conformance with
Fire Code standards, and would not present any unusual fire hazards. No increase in fire
protection staffing would be expected.

Police protection? . D

As with any new office building, police protection services would be required for
Building 49. There are no reasonably foreseeable crime or other public safety issues
associated with the Project, and no increase in police protection staffing would be
required.

Schools? D .

No increase in staff would result from the Project, and there would be no impacts upon
schools.

Parks? D .

No increase in staff would result from the Project, and there would be no impacts upon
parks.

QOther public facilities? D .

No increase in staff would result from the Project, and there would be no expected
impacts upon other public facilities.

b) Exceed an applicable LRDP or Program EIR standard of significance? . D
With the implementation of the mitigation measures set out in the Laboratory's LRDP

EIR, as amended, as well as Project-specific mitigation measures if required, the
Laboratory expects that no applicable standard of significance would be exceeded.
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The proposed Project would cause a marginal increase in demand for some public services: a new building would present a new
location for which police and fire protection would have to be provided. However, the proposed Building 49 would be built to
the latest fire, earthquake, and safety codes, and would be located in close proximity to site security services. For the most part,
because the proposed Project would not increase the population at LBNL, demand for public services would essentially remain
the same, particularly for population-driven demands such as schools, parks, recreational facilities, and other public services.

14, RECREATION --

a) Would the Project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks |:| .
or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would eccur or be accelerated?

The proposed Project would not result in an increase in the number of staff at LBNL, or

otherwise create an effect that could increase the use of existing parks and other

recreational facilities. :

b) Does the Project include recreational facilities or require the construction or D .
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on

the environment?

The Project does not include recreational facilities nor require the construction or
expansion of such facilities.

¢) Exceed an applicable LRDP or Program EIR standard of significance? D .

No applicable standard of significance would be exceeded.
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Will be analyzed No additional
in EIR analysis needed

The Project would not affect recreational resources. No impact would occur and no further analysis is required. Recreational
resources would not be affected by the proposed Project and would be focused out of the EIR analysis

15. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC -- Would the Project:

a) Canse an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic . l:l
load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either

the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at

intersections)? '

Because the proposed Project would not increase population at LBNL, no substantial
increase in traffic would result, and traffic and traffic patterns should remain generally
unchanged by the Project. Becaunse Building 49 would be near the main Blackberry Gate
entrance to LBNL, it is possible that the proposed Project could cause a small
redistribution of commute traffic from its rear gates (Grizzly Peak and Strawberry gates)
to the Blackberry gate entrance. Currently, a little over half of daily automobile trips to
LBNL use the Blackberry gate entrance, and the remainder are divided fairly evenly
between the Grizzly Peak and Strawberry Gates. This redistribution, if it does occur,
would not result in a significant impact upon local roadways.

A temporary increase in construction-related traffic would occur between Spring 2004
and Fall 2005; these increases would not be expected to create a significant impact.

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard . D
established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or
highways?

See above. Cumulative impacts will be analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report.

¢) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic . [:I
levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?

No effect on air traffic patterns would occur.

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or . D
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

No hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses would increase.
¢) Result in inadequate emergency access? . D

Emergency access/egress would be adequately handled by existing.
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? ‘ . D

Revised Initial Study Checklist
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Will be analyzed No additional
in EIR analysis needed

The proposed Project would not change the overall parking ratio at LBNL, although it
would contribute to a shortage of parking in the Building 50 Complex area.

g) Conflict with applicable policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative . D
transportation (e.g., bus turneuts, bicycle racks)?

No conflict with applicable alternative transportation policies, plans, and programs would
occur.

h) Exceed an applicable LRDP or Program EIR standard of significance? . D

‘With the implementation of the mitigation measures set out in the Laboratory's LRDP
EIR, as amended, as well as project-specific mitigation measures if required, the
Laboratory expects that no applicable standard of significance would be exceeded.

Because the proposed Project would not increase population at LBNL, traffic and traffic patterns should remain generally
unchanged by the Project.

A temporary increase in construction-related traffic (non-excavation) wﬁuld occur between Spring 2004 and Fall 2005; these
increases would not be substantial. Under the Project, a substantial number of excavation-related trucks trips through the City
of Berkeley would be required to haul soil off-site—up to approximately 2,200 round truck trips through the excavation period.

16. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS ~ Would the Project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requiry ts of the applicable Regional Water . D
Quality Control Board?

As staff would not increase as a result of the Project, and the activities that would take
place in Building 49 would not generate significantly greater quantities of wastewater
than is presently generated by the staff and activities that would relocate there from other
tocations, the project would not have a significant effect on wastewater generation and
therefore would not cause Berkeley Lab wastewater to exceed treatment requirements.

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment . D
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

See above. Due to these factors, the project would not require the construction or new
treatment facilities or the expansion of existing ones.

¢) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or . EI
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

Revised Initial Study Checklist
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‘Will be analyzed No additional
in EIR analysis needed

LBNL flows to storm sewers would likely increase marginally due to an overall decrease
in permeable area. This increase would not be expected to require the construction of
new facilities or the expansion of existing ones.

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the Project from existing . D
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?

Existing water supplies are expected to meet all reasonably foreseeable project needs.

¢) Result in 2 determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or . D
may serve the Project that it has adequate capacity to serve the Project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

See above. It is expected that the East Bay Municipal Utility District will have adequate
capacity to serve the marginal increase in Project wastewater treatment demand.

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the . D
Project’s solid waste disposal needs?

See above. By not increasing the number of people at Berkeley Lab, the proposed Project
would not substantially change the Lab’s solid waste generation. The quantity of solid
waste that would be generated by the proposed Project is expected to be within the
capacities of the landfills currently serving Berkeley Lab.

g) Comply with applicabie federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related . D
to solid waste?

The Project will comply with all applicable solid waste requirements.
h) Exceed an applicable LRDP or Program EIR standard of significance? . EI
With the implementation of the mitigation measures set out in the Laboratory's LRDP

EIR, as amended, as well as project-specific mitigation measures if required, the
Laboratory expects that no applicable standard of significance would be exceeded.

LBNL flows to storm sewers would likely increase marginally due to an overall decrease in permeable area. Inregard to other

facility-specific utility demand, electrical and energy use would increase commensurate with lighting, heating/cooling, and
otherwise maintaining new office space.

Because the proposed Project would not increase the population at LBNL, demand for most utilities services would not
substantially increase. This would be most evident with per capita usage of utilities tied to individual use (e.g., individual
computer use, water consumption, wastewater generation, solid waste generation, etc.), which would not change whether the
individuals continued to work in existing and overcrowded offices, or in the proposed new building.

Revised Initial Study Checklist
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17. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE --

a) Does the Project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildiife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California
history or prehistory?

The proposed Project would replace relatively undeveloped areas with a building,
although this would be adjacent to heavily developed areas. Several eucalyptus and a
small number of oak trees would be removed. Although not in former Federally
designated critical habitat for the Alameda whipsnake, the EIR will examine whether the
project area could possibly be used as a dispersal area for the species.

b) Does the Project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumnlatively considerable” means that the incrementai effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects,
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?

The proposed Project would result in the loss of pervious surface on the project site. This
will be examined along with other projects in the area. It is not expected that any other
potentially cumulatively considerable impacts would occur.

c) Does the Project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

It is not expected that the proposed Project would cause direct or indirect substantial
adverse effects on human beings.

‘Will be analyzed
in EIR

No additional
analysis needed

]

[

The proposed Project would reduce vegetation—including screening eucalyptus and a few oak trees—from the project site. It

would increase impermeable surface area at the Building 49 site.

18, Fish and Game Determination

Based on the information above, there is no evidence that the Project has a potential for a change that

would adversely affect wildlife resources or the habitat upon which the wildlife depends. The
presumption of adverse effect set forth in 14 CCR 753.5 (d) has been rebutted by substantial evidence.

D Yes (Certificate of Fee Exemption)

. No (Pay fee)

Revised Initial Study Checklist
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Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory Rewvised Natice of Preparation
Building 49 Project

LBNL Raglonal Location LBNL Local Location

Bullding 49 Sie Lacation

Figure 1: Regional, Local, and Site Location Maps
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Building 49 Project

Figure 2; Building 49 Project Site Location

Lawrence Berkeley Natianal Laboratory
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA gf ”wﬁ
g £
2 GOVERNOR’S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH WM
&
R Ko
Gray Davis Tal Finney
GOVERNOR INTERIM DIRECTOR
Notice of Preparation
August 6, 2003
To: Reviewing Agencies
Re: Construction and Operation of Building 49 Office Building
SCH# 20071062097
Attached for your review and comment is the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Construction and Operation of
Building 49 Office Building draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).
Responsible agencies must transmit their comments on the scope and content of the NOP, focusing on specific
information related to their own statutory responsibility, within 30 days of receipt of the NOP from the Lead Agency.
This is a courtesy notice provided by the State Clearinghouse with a reninder for you to comment in a timely
manner. We encourage other agencies to also respond to this notice aind express their concerns early in the
environmental review process.
Please direct your comments to;
Jeff Philliber
University of California
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory
1 Cyclotron Road
Alameda, CA 94720
with a copy to the State Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research. Please refer to the SCH number
noted above in all correspondence conceming this project.
If you have any questions about the environmental document review process, please call the State Clearinghouse at
(916) 445-0613.
SmcereM
_ Philip Crimmins
Projeet Analyst, State Clearinghouse
Attachments
cc: Lead Agency
1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 05812-3044
916-322-2318  FAX 916-324~9936 Www.oOpr.ca.gov
LBNL Building 49 Draft EIR A-40 ESA /202210



BUILDING 49 EIR

APPENDIX A
pocument Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base
SCH# 2003062097
Project Title  Construction and Operation of Building 49 Office Building
Lead Agency  University of California
Type NOP Notice of Preparation
Description  The University of California proposes to enter into an agreement with a third party developer to
construct a six-story, 65,000 sq ft office building (Building 49) at Lawrence Berkeley National
Laboratory. LBNL would use the building for office and meeting space, and would "decompress”
existing staff from other areas of Berkeley Lab that are currently overcrowded or that do not meet
LBNL workspace standards for office workers.
Lead Agency Contact
Name  Jeff Philliber
Agency University of California
Phone 510-486-5257 Fax
email
Address Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory
1 Cyclotron Road
City Alameda State CA  Zip 94720
Project Location
County Alameda
City Berkeley
Region
Cross Streets  Cyclotron Road
Parcel No.
Township 1S Range 3W Section 6 Base MDB&M
Proximity to:
Highways 24
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use The Ernest O. Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory (LBNL or Berkeley Lab) is a national research
facility in Berkeley and Oakland, California, operated by the University of California for the Department
of Energy (DOE). The 1987 LBNL Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) is the governing land use
document for Berkeley Lab. The Building 49 site is currently in an area described as “opan space”
within the designated "Central Research and Administration Area” functional planning area. The G-4
parking lot site is partially within the designated "Central Research and Administration Area" functional
planning area and is partially within the "West Strawberry Canyon" buffer area. The southern portion
of the site is within an area not designated in the 19687 LBNL LRDP. Berkeley Lab is not subject to
local and municipal land use designations and zoning. Nevertheless, Berkeley Lab, including both the
Building 49 and G-4 parking lot sites, is designated as "Institutional” space in the City of Berkeley
General Plan.

Project Issues  Aesthetic/Visual; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Forest Land/Fire Hazard; Flood Plain/Flooding;
Drainage/Absorption; Geologic/Seismic; Neiss; Public Services; Sewer Capacity; Soil
Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water
Quality; Water Supply; Wetland/Riparian; Wildlife; Growth Inducing; Landuse; Cumulative Effects

Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Parks and Recreation; San Francisco Bay Conservation and
Agencies Development Commission; Department of Fish and Game, Region 3; Native American Heritage
Commission; Caltrans, District 4; Department of Toxic Substances Control; Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Region 2
Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

Date Received 08/06/2003 Start of Review 08/06/2003 End of Review 09/04/2003

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by iead agency.
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September 4, 2003

Mr, Jeff Philliber

Environmental Planning Coordinator
Lawrence Berkeley National Lab
One Cyclotron Rd. M/S 90K
Berkeley, CA 94720

Dear Mr. Philliber:

Please submit the following comments for review for the Revised NOP of Construction of
Building 49 Draft Focused Tiered EIR

1. The intent of the lawmakers who created the National Environmental Protection Act
can be viewed as a call for the Lawrence Berkeley Lab to lead in becoming a good neighbor
with those of us living and working in Berkeley and Oakland. This project is an opportunity
for your organization to lead in going much further in a thorough process of environmental
review for the tearing out of the steep hillside to build an office tower, Building 49,

2. Instead of the ‘old way’ of tiering off old data sets, now is the time to do a full and
deep environmental review. Public imput can assist an expanded knowledge base and
identify human health and environmental health concerns that those of us in the
community are quite aware of and troubled over.

3. We all feel deeply that current world events deserve new assessments for our
domestic safety and security. Substantial risks of 2003 man-created catastrophic events
require a weighted hi probability. As they do not appear in the CEQA guidelines, it would be
prudent and helpful to the larger community if your planners thought through the perils of
bioterrorism, chemical terrorism, and bombs.

4. People in the community know the Lab site is vulnerable for natural disasters:
earthquake; firestorm; earthquake-induced landslides; rainage landslides; explosions and
fires.

5. Any laboratory workplace of a few thousand employees bears the potential risk of
security problems: possibility of accidents or deliberate actions. The LBL has a documented
history of releases of deadly agents, (radionucleides, volatile organic compounds, and
biological agents). These reports continue in the community memory to be viewed as
significant threats to our health and safety.

6. Workplace violence of disgruntled employees, worker sabotage, and lax management
appear to be on the rise in national statistics; the LBL is no exception to these facts.

7. The construction of Building 49 and hauling away soil will increase the number of
persons who will have access to the LBL grounds. Recent world events have presented
images of suicide terrorists who drive an ordinary truck or van to a site as part of the day to
day construction. ‘

LBNL Building 49 Draft EIR A-44 ESA /202210
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8. The LBL has no buffer perimeter security. Criminal justice colleagues tell me (for
example} it would not be difficult for a ‘survivalist’ domestic terrorist trained in military
tactics to set off dangerous explosions from an uphill site that could alsc release radicactive
and other mixed waste dangerous compounds into the atmosphere that currently are stored
or capped off under ground.

9. It is universally known that there is significant contamination of buildings, soil,
ground water and vegetation at the LBL site. Still, issues of offsite groundwater have not
been addressed. Plans to clean up the mixed radioactive and chemical waste have dragged
and are being re-characterized on paper and presented as “less dangerous” or not
dangerous at all.

10.  The well-known tritium plumes are stll in the soil and groundwater threatening
Strawberry Creek and the San Francisco Bay. Recent seismic activity on the Hayward Fault
may have enlarged these plumes and may have hastened their drainage into Strawberry
Creek. Denying these potential hazards by changing the base line of dangerousness does
not change their perilousness in our perception.

11.  Itwould be a good neighbor gesture to ask the community for help in finding the
funding to do a full clean up of LBL contamination on the areas for future building sites.

12, It would be less expensive and prudent to move the site for Building 49 to a flat area
where a former building was.

13.  The funding arrangements for Building 49 are a new approach for Lab construction.
Why not view this as a new course for development at other Iabs that can serve as a model
our future health and safety?

14.  Finally, we have "Disaster Resistant” public education training in Berkeley. It doesn’t
go far enough to prepare us to address a first response and community involvement for the
above mentioned items.

15. A Hazard Control Plan built into your planning process could contribute to our
domestic safety and a “good neighbor” practice.

Thank you for your attention.

Very truly yours,
St

Jennifer Mary Pearson with: Preserve Strawberry Creek Watershed Alliance; Neighbors of the
Schoolhouse/Lincoln Creek Watershed and Member of Friends of Strawberry Creek
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Bldg 49 comments

Subject: Bldg 49 comments
Date: Fri, 05 Sep 2003 17:10:00 -0700
From: "Jennifer Pearson” <jennifermaryphd @hotmail.com>
To: jgphilliber @1bl.gov

September 4, 2003

Mr. Jeff Philliber

Environmental Planning Coordinator
Lawrence Berkeley National Lab

One Cyclotron Rd. M/S 90K
Berkeley, CA 94720

Dear Mr. Philliber:

Please submit the following comments for review for the Revised NOP of
Construction of Building 49 Draft Focused Tiered EIR

1. The intent of the lawmakers who created the National Environmental
Protection Act

can be viewed as a call for the Lawrence Berkeley Lab to lead in becoming a
good neighbor with those of us living and working in Berkeley and Oakland.
This project is an opportunity for your organization to lead in going much
further in a thorough process of environmental review for the tearing out of
the steep hillside to build an office tower, Building 49.

2. Instead of the ‘old way’ of tiering off old data sets, now is the time
to do a full and deep environmental review. Public imput can assist an

expanded knowledge base and identify human health and environmental health
concerns that those of us in the community are guite aware of and troubled
over.

3. We all feel deeply that current world events deserve new assessments for
our domestic safety and security. Substantial risks of 2003 man-created
catastrophic events require a weighted hi probability. As they do not appear

in the CEQA guidelines, it would be prudent and helpful to the larger

community if your planners thoucht through the perils of bioterrorism,

chemical terrorism, and bombs.

4. People in the community know the Lab site is vulnerable for natural
disasters: earthquake; firestorm; earthquake-induced landslides; rainage
landslides; explosions and fires.

5. Any laboratory workplace of a few thousand employees bears the potential
risk of security problems: possibility of accidents or deliberate actions.

The LBL has a documented history of releases of deadly agents,

(radionucleides, volatile organic compounds, and biclogical agents). These
reports continue in the community memory to be viewed as significant threats

to our health and safety.

6. Workplace violence of disgruntled employees, worker sabotage, and lax
management appear to be on the rise in national statistics; the LBL is no
exception to these facts.

7. The construction of Building 49 and hauling away soil will increase the
nunber of person who will have access to the LBL grounds. Recent world

events have presented images of suicide terrorists who drive an ordinary

truck or van to a site as part of the day to day construction.

8. The LBL has no buffer perimeter security. Criminal justice colleagues
tell me (for example) it would not be difficult for a ‘survivalist’ domestic
terrorist trained in military tactics to set off dangerous explosions from
an uphill site that could also release radiocactive and other mixed waste

1of2 9/8/2003 1:40 PM
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dangerous compounds into the atmosphere that currently are stored or capped
off under ground.

9. It is universally known that there is significant contamination of
buildings, soil, ground water and vegetation at the LBL site. Still, issues
of offsite groundwater have not been addressed. Plans to clean up the mixed
radioactive and chemical waste have dragged and are being re-characterized
on paper and presented as "less dangerous" or not dangerous at all.

10. The well-known tritium plumes are still in the soil and groundwater
threatening Strawberry Creek and the San Francisco Bay. Recent seismic
activity on the Hayward Fault may have enlarged these plumes and may have
hastened their drainage into Strawberry Creek. Denying these potential
hazards by changing the base line of dangerousness does not change their
perilousness in our perception.

11. It would be a good neighbor gesture to ask the community for help in
finding the funding to do a full clean up of LBL contamination on the areas
for future building sites. .

12. It would be less expensive and prudent to move the site for Building 49
to a flat area where a former building was.

13. The funding arrangements for Building 49 are a new approach for Lab
construction. Why not view this as a new course for development at other
labs that can serve as a model our future health and safety?

14. Finally, we have "Disaster Resistant" public education training in
Berkeley. It doesn’t go far enough to prepare us to address a first response
and community involvement for the above mentiocned items.

15.A hazard Control Plan built into your planning'process could contribute
to our domestic safety and a "good neighbor" practice.

Thank you for your attention.
Very truly yours,
Jennifer Mary Pearson with: Preserve Strawberry Creek Watershed Alliance;

Neighbors of the Schoolhouse/Lincoln Creek Watershed and Member of Friends
of Strawberry Creek

Send and receive larger attachments with Hotmail Extra Storage.
http://join.msn.com/?PAGE=features/es

9/8/2003 1:40 PM
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COMMITTEE TO MINIMIZE TOXIC WASTE

Jeff Philliber . September 3, 2003
Environmental Planning Coordinator

Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, MS 90K

One Cyclotron Road

Berkeley, California 94720

Re: Comments on the Revised Notice of Preparation, Draft Focused, Tiered

Environmental Impact Report regarding the Construction and Operation of
Building 49

Dear Mr. Philliber,

We are writing these comments to express our grave concern and opposition to the
proposed construction of Building 49, a six-story, 65,000-square-foot office building in
the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fanlt Zone as well as in the Seismic Hazard Zone, as
identified by the California Geological Survey's recently adopted maps (February 2003)
(See attachments 1 and 2).

The Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory (LBNL) is located in the hills of the
Strawberry Creek Watershed, which includes the Blackberry Canyon and Strawberry
Canyon Watersheds, which are further divided into the Stadium Hill and Chicken Creek
Sub-Watersheds (See attachment 3).

The proposed Building 49 is located in the Blackberry Canyon Watershed, which was
named after Blackberry Creek (aka North Fork of Strawberry Creek), which flows
through the Canyon from east to west (See attachment 4) .

The Notice of Preparation (NOF) docurnents, both text and maps, are extremely
deficient regarding site/project description. Most of the creek and watershed specific
information above were excluded, thus making it difficult, if not impossible for the general
public to properly understand the dynamics of the site. Furthermore, there were no maps
showing the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, nor the traces of the active Hayward
Earthquake Fault just a few meters from the proposed building site.

Based on the Seismic Hazard Zone maps the proposed project site Hes within the area
of very high risk earthquake-induced landslides (See attachment 5). It would seem
extremely irresponsible and dangerous to propose any development on this unstable,
unpredictable, still pristine natural area, which includes the riparian habitat, the Cafeteria
Creek.

In light of the above facts we are calling for an Ecological Protection Zone in the
Strawberry Creek Watershed, specifically this protection zone would include, but is not
limited to all of the areas identified by the State as prone for earthquake-induced landstides

LBNL Building 49 Draft EIR A-48 ESA /202210
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(See attachment 5). The entire area for the proposed Building 49 would be included in the
Ecological Protection Zone which calls for a permanent moratorium on construction and
development.

The Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory has several acres of contaminated land,
now occupied by huge decommissioned facilities for which clean-up potential should be
evaluated under the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and the Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) processes. These sites include the Bevatron Accelerator (Building 51),
the HILAC and Super HILAC (Building 71), the newly defunded 88 inch Accelerator
(Building 88), some of which have already been standing idle for over a decade, as well as
the contaminated Building 75 (the former National Tritium Labeling Facility) area.

We are requesting a commitment from Department of Energy and LBNL for a time-
line to submit for EIR/EIS review the comprehensive clean-up of these contaminated sites
to determine their potential re-use, prior to undertaking any new development on any of
the remaining pristine, unused, i.e. new open space lands at LBNL in the Strawberry
Creek Watershed. The Lab must prepare an EIR under CEQA and an EIS under NEPA
for the dismantling of these facilities, the removal of the resulting radioactive/hazardous
debris and consideration of various alternatives for the final disposition of those materials
and the contaminated soil/vegetation, such as hardened on-site storage (HOSS) (See
attachment 6).

The NOP lacked any consideration for alternate sites. In addition to the contaminated
sites referred to above, LBNL has several buildable areas especially next to Building 90,
now occupied by office trailers, which could be easily removed and the site used for the
proposed office building.

Since there are several feasible alternatives to building in a high risk earthquake
induced landslide area, destroying riparian habitat and hauling over 2000 truck loads of
soil through Berkeley streets, we strongly urge LBNL to give priority to evaluating the
flat area next to Building 90 for siting the propesed Building 49.

Furthermore, we believe that the Building 49 EIR process is evading LBNL's
Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) EIR process and should be postponed and made
an integral part of the LBNL LRDP, which also should encompass a comprehensive
Strawberry Creek Watershed Management Plan (See Robert Charbonneau:
"Strawberry Creek Management Plan" attachment 7) for the over 200 acre area that is
currently occupied by LBNL (Department of Energy) in the Strawberry Creek Watershed.

Sincerely,

P
Irmi Meind} Gene Bernardi Pamela Sihvola
1323 Hopkins Street 9 Arden Road P.0. Box 9646
Berkeley, CA 94702 Berkeley, CA 94704 Berkeley, CA 94709
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e #6
The CAN-Did Press —

Txe Newsterter oF THE CITIZENS AWARENESS NETWORK
Serving Reactor Communities Throughout The Northeast

CAN CENTRAL:

TERRORISM AND NUCLEAR POWER POST 9/11

here is increased outery in

the Northeast for closing
nuclear reactors. Reactor sites
are vulnerable to a terrorist
attack and contain maote than
1,000 times the rediation
released in one Hiroshima
sized atom bomb. Operating
reactors and decommissioning
reactor sites are targets since
millions of curies of high level
waste are contained in vulner-
able fuel pools even after
reactors shut down. Dry cask
storage of high level waste is
also vulnerable. No existing form of waste storage
could withstand a September 11th-type attack. Blue-
prints and diagrams of U.S. nuclear reactors were
found in caves in Afghanistan.

CAN commissioned a report by Dr. Gordon
Thompson on Rebust Storage of High Level Waste
that we released this spring. The report analyzes the
vulnerability of reactor sites and provides interim
solutions, We’ve arganized forams in VT, MA, CT
and NY on nuclear vulnerability and the need to
harden reactor sites to protect communities from the
monstrous waste problem generated by the nuclear
industry.

We organized a meeting (Protecting Our Comrmu-
nities Against Nuclear Terrorism) at Public Citizen in
‘Washington, DC — bringing together people from
reactor and waste-site communities, national policy
groups, security groups, and scientists to address
nuclear insecurity and the development of Hardened
On-Site Storags at nuclear reactor sites (HOSS). A
strategy for HOSS is needed, whether or not a reposi-
tory is opened at Yucca Mountain, and should be
implemented as a major element of any defense-in-
depth strategy for civilian nuclear facilities. A de-
fense-in-depth strategy should be a component of
homeland-security providing solid protection for
reactor communities.

Implementing
H.0.8.S. will not cnly
decrease reactor com-
munity valnerability,
but will also relieve the
pressure on reactor
communities to ship
their waste to Native
American lands in the
west. It will provide
time to investigate a
scientificaily sound and
environmentaily just,
permanent storage
solution to the high level
waste crisis. While in DC, we met with Northeast
legislators wha were supportive of our concerns and
willing to introduce legislation to address nuclear
insecurity. We asked them to support an independent
analysis of fuel pool vulnerability and hardened onsite
storage of waste.

In March, CAN conducted a Mock High Level
‘Waste Tour in the Northeast focusing on environmen-
tal racism and the vulnerability of reactor sites to
attack. Katherine Blossom from the Shoshone Nation
in Nevada toured with CAN, NIRS, and Public Citizen
to bring these critical issues to the public’s attention.
The nuclear industry, with Bush administration’s
support, is lobbying intensively to site waste dumps on
Native Land. The industry is exploiting people’s fears
of terrorism to support transport and siting. Communi-
ties chosen for nuclear contamination are pressured to
act opportunistically — enabling the industry to pit
sacrifice community against sacrifice community
rather than their cooperating to stop nuclear power.

MA CAN: Yankee Clean Up

Yankee Atomic has been loading its high level waste
into casks that will sit out on-site on a concrete pad
for decades. The last waste will be transferred by mid
June. CAN toured the storage site 1ast summer. Casks
stood behind a chain link fence open to the elements

and vuinerable to would-be i There is in-
creased security and surveillance, but the fuel remains
a target for an act of malice.

With fuel removal completed, Yankee will assess
cleanup of the fuel pool and the large plume of
radioactive contamination (iritium) that migrated from
the ion exchange pit which was attached to the pool in
the 1960’s. Rather than clean up the leak, which
measured 2.4 million picocuries per liter of Tritium in
Sherman Pond (EPA drinking water standards allows
20 thousand picocuries per liter of tritium) at the time,
Yankee chose dilution as the solution to pollution.
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MA CAN.....ccoeeneeee.

—

Now the mess has potentially migrated into the
ground water and the Deerfield River. Test wells will
be dug to determine the size and depth of the plume.
Yankee will submit its new License Termination Plan
in the fall of 2003 for public comment. It will have to
meet the MA state clean-up requirement of 10 mil-
lirem per year rather than the NRC limit of 25 mil-
lirem per year.

This summer, we will kick off a campaign -
Protecting our Communities — to pass town and county
resolutions in support of hardening reactor sites. CAN
held a Forum in November in Amherst on Security
and Terrorism with Gordon Thompson and began
educating people about nukes and terrorism. We intend
to meet with local officials and legislators to present
Dr. Thompson's report and a resclution to support
Hardened On Site Storage at reactor sites. Anyone
interested in providing a packet to their local select
board or town council, please contact us. There are
people in both MA and VT engaging their local
government in this resolution process. We will also
table and flier this summer on nuclear insecurity.
Anyone interested in hosting a house party on nuclear
insecurity, contact CAN at 339-5781 or can @
nukebusters.org.

CT CAN

CT CAN is involved with two campaigns. One is the
ONGOING law suit weive undertaken to force CY to
clean up its reactor site; the other is directed at reactor
community vulnerability post 9/11 and our work to
reduce risk and increase security at reactor sites. (See
CAN Central Update)

Our lawsuit has forced increased accountability
and clean up of the site. As one of the judges said
during the five days of hearing in Feb, 03, he has
never been involved with a pro-se legal team (no
lawyer) where the interveneris (CAN) are doing such
a through job and accomplished so much. We pre-
sented solid evidence to discredit CY in a number of
important areas! We are still writing briefs and the
judges decision is months away.

‘What we have accomplished so far is:
 Forced CY to increase the testing for radioactive
contamination on site.

* Forced the NRC to enforce its decommissioning
regulations and require CY to rewrite their License
Termination Plan.

CY agreed to clean up standards that would allow
a family farm to operate on the site once CY is gone.
However CY’s definition of what constitutes a family
and the exposure to radiation they would receive is
unrealistic and does not account for the vulnerability
of children. A recent Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) draft guidance regulation found that
children ages of 5 to 15 years are 3 times as vulner-
able to radiation as previously believed. The 5-15 year
olds updated vulnerability criteria is quite shocking
and its even worse for newborns from birth to 2 years
of age. The EPA has found their vulnerability to be 10
times greater! With this new draft as a basis for
argument we have petitioned the NRC commissioners
o keep our lawsnit active until the EPA and the NRC
tevise their regulations in light of the new scientific
findings.

ww.nukebustors.srg

Central New York

CNY-CAN is fighting for better security at Nine Mile,
FitzPatrick and Ginna and gearing up for the future.
This summer, we will kick off a campaign to pass
town and county resolutions in support of HOSS, with
regular tabling and fliering and meeting local officials.
‘We began educating people about HOSS in Novem-
‘e, with a public forum on Security and Terrorism
with Gordon Thorapson, Dave Lochbaum (Union of
Concerned Scientists), and Paul Guoter (NIRS). We
are also working to build a coalition to fight waste
transporation and environmental racism,

In response to reports from local residents radia-
tion monitors, we are forming a radiation monitoring
network in CNY. By the end of summer, we plan to
have six monitors reporting readings to the CAN
website <aily. The network will enable us to watchdog
Entergy and Constellation and build public awareness
of releases from the reactors.

This work is laying the foundation to oppose
relicensing and the construction of new reactors in
CNY. Lest fall, Rochester G&E applied to relicense
Gimna. Constellation is expected to do the same for
Nine Mile in Fall 2003. On the horizon, Entergy may
be making plans for 2 new nuke in Oswego. A consor-
tium of companies is building a new power line to
downstate NY. It would carry enough electricity to
replace ladian Point, and open up a market for build-
ing new sower plants upstate.

Vermont

Vermom Yankee has applied to the Vermont Public Ser-
vice Bourd for a 20% uprate, increasing VY’s power
output by 20%. This is a cause for concern in that VY
would bz the oldest reactor in the country to get such a
high uprate if it is approved. The Windham Regional
Commission and the PSB recently took public testimony
about this. Over 100 local people turned out to voice
their concerns at each meeting, raising such issnes as
the unknown risk involved in running an old reactor like
VY 20% harder, the generation and storage of 20% more
waste and the application of this experimental technol-
ogy to an aging nuclear reactor.

Hinsdale, NH boycotted the recent VY evacuation
drill, saying that the town wasn't receiving enough
money from the state of NH to run the drill properly. In
Vermonr, Governor Douglas has requested that Entergy
raise the amount they give the state for emergency plan-
ning to $1.1 million from $800,000, but it was rejected
by the Vermont House and Senate. This would shift the
‘burden (o Vermont taxpayers and become another sub-
sidy for nuclear power which is unacceptable. Entergy
should pay it’s own way,

Venraont Windham county lawmakers have
questioned the effectiveness of the NRC and are
calling for a review of the agency. It was drafted by
State Rep. David Deen and was signed by 10 other
legislators, The letter asks for a review of the NRC in
the coming year and questions whether the NRC is
staffed udequately and if it really has the leadership
necessary to function as a true watchdog agency over
reactors.

CAN CentrallMA: Box B3 Shefburne Falls, MA 01370:413-339-5781
CT:54 Ole Turnpike Road, Haddam, CT 06438: 860-345-2157

YT:Box 403, Putney Y T: 05346 802-387-4050

NVT: 2319 River Rd East Johnstan,YT 05656 802-635-175%

CNY: |40 Basset St., Syracuse, NY 13210 315-425-0430

WESCAN: 12A Adrian Court, Cortlandt Manor, NY 10567 714-739-6 164
NYCAN: 144 North {1 St Brooklyn, NY 11211 718-963-9105
NHCAN: 7 Meadow Lane, Exeter, NH 603-772-3439
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Massachusetts-Main Office - PO Box 83, Sheiburne Falls, MA 01370 413-339-5781

Connecticut- 54 Oid Turnpike Road, Haddam, CT 06438 860-345-2157
: Vermoat- PO Box 403, Dummerston, VT 05346 802-387-4050
. Northern Vermont- 89 St Johns St #3, Johnson,VT 05656 802-635-1759
: New Hampshire- 7 Meadow Lane, Exeter, NH 03833 603-772-3439
. Central New York-140 Bassett St, Syracuse, NY 13210 315-425-0430
. Hudson Valley New York- 2A Adrian Ct,Courtlandt Maner, NY 10567 914-739-6164
° New York City- 144 North 11 St, Brooklyn, NY 11211 718-963-9105

NUCLEAR POWER AFTER 9/11 Summer 2003

Along comes terrarism.... . »
Before 9/11 the threat of nuclear reactors as targets for terrorism seemed to many remote and unlikely.
Although the possibility had been raised many times by citizen groups, the NRC always treated itas a
non-issue, Now, the public and even some politicians have acknowledged that reactors and their fuel
pools are known targets. However, the nuclear industry, the NRC, and the Dep’t of Homeland Security
have so far been negligent in securing nudear sites, waste shipments and dumps, in effect refusing to
protect the communities that are most threatened. CAN is working to educate and organize reactor
and waste communities, legislators, and the NRC to institute new ways to resolve our security
concerns. e e,
The Problem...Reactor sites_are targets....
Several European newspapers have reported that in an interview with a journalist from Al-Jazeera, fwo top Al-
Qaeda commanders said that the original plan for the attacks carried out on 11 September 2001 was to target
two unnamed nuclear power stations. Apparently fearing that such an attack "might get out of hand”, Al
Qaeda chose other targets instead. Reuters, 10 September 2002

. On 8 September, the Spanish newspaper El Mundo, and the UK Sunday Times, ran stories in
which Al-Jazeera journalist Yosri Fouda described how he interviewed two Al Qaeda leaders, Khaled
Sheikh Mohammed and Ramzi Binalshibh. Mohammed said that when Al Qaeda first decided two
and a half years ago to launch a suicide attack in U.S. territory, the original plan was to attack a
couple of nuclear installations. However, they then decided against it for fear it would "get out of
hand" (or "get out of control”, according to the English version). Anyway, it was decided to abandon
the idea of attacking nuclear targets - “for now". Fouda asked, "What do you mean by 'for now"?"
“‘For now means for now' ", replied Mohammed, implying that nuclear installations might be
considered as Al Qaeda targets in the future. NIRS/WISE News Communique 554,5315

- SR L Sy

The threat of nuclear terrorism .... real, immediate, and increasing.....

A typical nuclear reactor site contains more than 1,000 times the radiation that was released from the
bomb drapped on Hiroshima. The consequences of a terrorist attack on the irradiated fuel would be
catastrophic! A successful attack on Vermont Yankee's irradiated fuel pool would leave Vermont,
Massachusetts, and New Hampshire, 25,000 sq. miles, uninhabitable for decades. Entergy is now
petitioning the state of Vermont and the NRC for approval to increase power at its Vermont Yankee
reactor by 20%. This controversial uprate increases Entergy's profits at the expense of our security.

If the uprate is approved, a terrorist attack or accident at Vermont Yankee could release 34% more
contamination into our community.

The NRC has estimated that a single attack on a nuclear reactor could result in 100,000 deaths in the
first year, 600,000 immediate injuries, and 40,000 long-term cancers. 25-50 million curies of high level
waste is stored in the fuel pools, even after a reactor shuts down. Dry cask storage, now employed at
the decommissioned Yankee Rowe in Massachusetts, is also vulnerable. In fact, fuel pools and dry cask
storage are less secure and more vulnerable because they lie outside the containment buildings. No

existing form of waste storage could withstand an attack like America experienced on 9/11.*
* NRC Chairman Richard Meserve told a House subcornmittee ‘No existing nudiear facilities were ‘specifically designed to withstand the
dellberate high-velocity direct impact of a large commerdal airfiner, such as a Boeing 757 or 767."
May14, 2002 com,

® * & 3 & 4 e & e s 2 e 4 e 2 e v e v e e
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CAN Responds ... HOSS.....HARDENING REACTOR SITES.... -

Reactor and waste security must be a key part within any strategy of "homeland security”.
Washington’s attention is directed to overseas elimination of terrorism through aggressive acts. If
America can harden its most vulnerable nuclear targets, we can reduce both our fear of attack and
subsequent aggression in the world. .

The NRC’s refusal to respond rationally to the threat forces communities to protect themselves. CAN

"commissioned Dr. Gordon Thompeon of IRSS (Institute for Resource and Security Studies) to analyze

the vulnerability of reactor spent fuel pools and dry cask storage. His paper outlines a plan to remove
the fuel from the overstocked pools, and place it in  hardened, dispersed, dry storage - hardened on-
site storage or HOSS. Dr. Thompson was instrumental in getting Germany to harden its waste
storage, which is far superior to American storage. The NRC must be required by Congress to secure
sites and decrease their inherent vulnerability. This can be done under the Homeland Security Act.

A more detailed report on HOSS is now underway. IRSS would conduct technical and policy analysis
on; (a) the vulnerability of US nuclear power plants and their spent fuel to attack by foreign or
domestic enemies and ; (b) protective measures that could provide defense in depth against attack.
Each nuclear site would generaily be viewed as a "hazard unit", to ensure that the anaiysis accounts for
interactions among facilities at the site. Transport of spent fuel to a possible-national waste repository
would also be addressed. Technical findings from the analysis would be set forth in written.reports.
IRSS would present the findings at public and professional meetings and would testify before official
bodies. These findings would%\elp to create a national debate on homeland nuclear vulnerability and
educate the public to pressure their legislators to mandate the NRC to defend reactor sites.

Communities Under Attackl.... :
CAN is organizing a campaign Communities Under Aftack! to address the concerns of reactor and waste
communities. It includes the creation of significant on-site deterrents in the storage of fuel, response of
reactor personnel and state officials to a potential terrorist attack, and minimizing of risk to reactor
communities. HOSS requires removal of the waste from overcrowded fuel pools for storage on site in
hardened casks that would offer significant protection. The risks at reactor sites and waste dumps are
closely linked. Hardening sites acts as a deterrent to terrorism and affords communities an additional
measure of security. HOSS is an interim solution for the high level nuclear waste crisis and reduces the
pressure to target Native American land for nuclear waste dumping since the waste can remain on site
until a scientifically sound and environmentally just solution can be developed.

HOSS can unite communities in opposition to nuclear power, nuclear waste and environmental racism,
building networks of activists in impacted communities . We are now working with groups across the
country to include HOSS as an educational and organizing tool. .

We will pressure legislators to mandate that the NRC institute HOSS nationally addressing nuclear
insecurity and the safeguarding of reactor sites and affected communities.

CAN needs your help to do this important work.

We need your support to continue to grow, to organize, and help communities have more control
over their environment while creating a future that is safer for them and their children.

And perhaps most importantly, to continue to keep democracy vital, alive and powerful.

Won't you please be as generous as possible and help? ;

‘D WZ Deb Katz, Executive Director

CAN is a grassroots, volunteer organization 4 with ervi al pollution and health issues surrounding exposure to toxins. The
scientific community and the nuclear industry have undermined citizen's confidence in their ability to understand atomic power and its
effects. CAN seeks to demystify these issues, with the goal of enabling citizens to reclaim democratic control over their environment and
Jovel ; : Fiinaki Ut

p strateg r the p and of p

Thank You for your continuing support!
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Excerpts from:

The Strawberry Creek Management Plan

prepared by
RobertB. Charbonneau
forthe
Officeof Environmental Healthand Safety
University of CaliforniaatBerkeley
) December 1987

Executive Summary

Strawberry Creek represents an irreplaceablenatural resource that is highty valuedbyboth theUniversityand
commumity atlarge, The riparian corridors along the creek are the focus of central campus open space. These areas
offer natural contrast to the urban hardscape, acting ds abufferzonewhich provides visual amenity and variety. The
creek corridors also provide essential places for educational, recreational, social and individualactivities. Strawberry
Creek's value as an educationalresource is enhanced by itsaccessibility and proximity todassroomfacilities.

The upper Strawberry Creek watershed located above Oxford Street in Berkeley, CA is composed of two major
branches, the North and South Forks. The total watershed areais 1163 acres or 1.8 mi2. Stormwaterrouting as
well as stream culverting and channel confinementhavesignificantly alteredthenatural drainage courses of both
forks. The two forks converge at the Eucalyptus Grove on the central campus to form the Main Branch.

The watershed is approximately 40% urbanized, primarily by instifitional land uses in the western portion of the
watershed. Urbanizationhashad a profound impact on the hydrologicregime of Strawberry Creek. A significant
amountofimpervioussurfacearea m the watershed in additionto culverting and confinement of the natural creek
channelsand stormwater routing have combinedto create avery flashy hydrologic regime. The resultinghighpeak
storm flowshave accelerated streambank erosion and led to the destruction of aquatic habitat,

Lowflowwater quality of Strawberry Creek is fairly good in the canyonareas but has been degraded in the urban
ized downstream reaches by eutrophicnuitrientlevels and fecal bacterialcontamination. Sewage confaminationon

the central campus is amajor problem. Pointsourceeffluentalsosignificantly eltersthe water chemistry of the North
Fork on the central campus. This is due to extensivedilutionofnatural streamflow levels with point source effluent,
predominantly coolingwater. Streamflows are doubled by the addition of point source effluent onthe central
campusduringlow flow periods.

Stormwater nmofffrom the entire watershed isrouted directly into Strawberry Creek causingsignificantdegradation
of water quality. Runoff from streets, parking lots and otherurbanland surfaces concentrates debris and pollutants
deposited by amyriad of sources in the urban environment Thisresultsinsubstantialincreases in chemicaloxygen
demand, suspended solids, turbidity, organicnitrogen, phosphorus, total and fecal coliformbacteria, as well as trace
metals in Strawberry Creek during wet weather. Non-point sources of pollutionhave asignificantshort-term "shock
loading"effect on the water quality of the creek.

Creek management strategies consistof point source pollutioncontrols, grade control and streambankstabilization
measures, as well asriparian and aquatic habitatrestorationtechniques. The sources of direct dischargesinto
Strawberry Creek need to be further investigated. All wastewaters should be routed to the sanitary sewer system.
Rehabilitation of existing grade control structuresis essential to prevent further downcutting of the streambed whichl
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eads to streambankundercutting and scouring of the streambed. Biotechnical streambank stabilizationtechniques
shouldbe applied inapplicable areas to dealwithexisting bank erosion problems. Managementguidelinesneedto
be evaluated andimplemented for the designated central campus nature areas which coincide with the riparian
corridors of Strawberry Creek.

-Bestmanagement practices need to be instituted for non-point source poltutioncontrol. Priorityshouldinitially be
giventoimplementingnon-structural stormwatermanagementtechniques. Anannualmonitoringprogram woulden
ablethecontinuingevaluationand redefinitionof water quality problems. Environmentalmanagement of Strawberry
Creek mustbe far-sighted and comprehensive in scope in order to adequately protect and enhance the creek and its
associatedriparian areas. The recently formed Creek Environmental Quatity Committee should form the basis forl
ong-termmanagement. Amultitude of approaches includingtheupdated Long RangeDevelopment Plan, environ
mental impact reports, RFP conditions, and Department of FacilitiesManagementpolicies and directivescanbeutil
izedto ensure considerationoftheenvironmental concermnsidentifiedinthis report in the campus planning processan
doperations.

Introduction

Strawberry Creek has been neglected for many years and subsequentlytheenvironmental quality of the creek and
its associated riparian areas has continued to deteriorate. The degradation of this sensitive areais evident on the cen
tral campus ofthe University (Figure 1). This is manifested by amarked absence of diverse floraand faima inthe _
creekitself and along its banks. The water is periodically discolored, foamingoccurs, and other obvioussignsofpoll
utionare evident. The streambanks areundercut, threateningwalls, bridges, and other structuresbuiltinclose
proximity to the creek. Sedimentation and turbid waters are commonplace. The variety of wildlife intheriparian
areasislimited and hasreportedly been steadily declining overthe years (Siri, 1972).

Until the present time there has been little attempt to consider Strawberry Creek in the campusplanningprocess. A
general lack of knowledge by the Department of FacilitiesManagement (DOFM) and the Campus Planning Office
concerningthe problemsfacing the creek and the impacts of past, present, and future activitiesand development has
resulted inthe degraded conditions apparent today. This situation has beencompounded by fiscal constraintsthat
have been placed on campus operations inrecent years. A greatneed exists to incorporate environmental concerns
surrounding the creek into the operations, maintenance, and planningprocesses withinthe University.

The Office of Environmental Health and Safety (EH&S)recognizedthe deterioratingenvironmental quality of
Strawberry Creek and the lack of any comprehensive management plan. This study was subsequentlyinitiatedat the
request of EH&S. The study began as a water qualitymanagementplanwiththefollowing objectives:

o Evaluate present water quality of the creck.

. Idenﬁfypointandnon—pointsources ofpollution.

o Developcreek and watershed mitigation sirategies.

« Produce aresource document onwhich future evaluation andmanagement decisionscould be based.
o Provideanoverview ofhistorical data.

Inordertoformulate a truly comprehensive management plan, the scope of the study necessarily expanded from
strictly a water quality management planinto the areas of urban creek and riparian habitat preservationand
restoration. '

Thebenefits of preserving and enhancing Strawberry Creek and its riparian areas are multi-faceted. The visualand
experiential imageof the Berkeley campus ismanifestedby its physical settingwhichisdominated by the featuresan
d character of its landscape. Thenatural areas on the central campus consistprimarily of the riparianzones along
both forks of Strawberry Creek. These areas offernatural contrastto the urbanhardscape, acting as a bufferzone
whichprovidesvisual amenity and variety. The creek is the major focus of campus open space and thereforeestabl
ishes both the form and character of its landscape. Preservation is essential ifthe unique image and qualities of the
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campus are to be sustained.

Theriparian corridors of Strawberry Creek provide essential places for educational, recreational, social, and n

dividualactivities. Thecreek functions as an integral part of instructioninthe social sciences, natural sciences, and en

gineering.A conservative estimate of thenumber of studentsusing these areas annually is about three thousand. Siri

(1972) also found that atleast eighteen courses in ten differentdepartmentsutilized the natural areas on campus. Siri
also documented the use of the riparian areas for faculty and graduate studentresearch.

The value of Strawberry Creek as an educational resourceisenhanced by itsaccessibility. Thefinancialand 1
ogistical constraintsoffield trips, especiallyinintroductory classes with large enrollments, are not a problem when
the use of Strawberry Creek is considered. The timelimitations of travel elsewhere also promote the increased util
ization of the creek areas. The creek is also valuableforspontaneous use for the purposes of flustration,demon
stration, and repeated observations. In addition, Strawberry Creek offers everyone aninformal educational
opportunity throughexposure, experience, and chance observation. It is obviousthat the creek and its associated
ripariancorridorrepresentasignificant teachingresource that warrants attention, maintenance, and enhancement.

Creek and Watershed Description

Thissectionprovides a description of the physical and naturalsetting of Strawberry Creek and itsupper.watershed.
This sectionalso contains an historicaloverview of developmentin the watershed and its subsequent impacts, as wel
1 as descriptions of the watershed soilsand geologic conditions.

General Description

This study deals with the upper Strawberry Creek watershed which lieseast of Oxford Street in Berkeley. This area
includesalllands owned by the University of Californiathatmay influence the water quality of Strawberry Creek.
The entire runofffrom the 1163 acre (1.8 mi2) watershed is delivered to the entrance of the city culvertat Oxford
Street whichrunsunderground in awesterly direction, eventuallyemptying into San Francisco Bay near University
Avenue.

Strawberry Creek has two main branches, the North and South Forks. The South Fork is a fourth order stream,
whereas the North Fork is a third order tributary. The confluence of the two forks islocated in the Bucalyptus
Grove at the western edge of the central campus about 400 feet east of Oxford Street. On the central campus alone

- there is approximately6270 linear feet of streamcourse. Stormwater routing and stream channel culvertinghasgreatl
y altered thenatural drainageways in both the North and South Fork subwatersheds.

The South Fork subwatershed comprises 759 acres (1.2 mi2). It is bounded by the Panoramic-Sugar Loafridge on
the south, Frowning Ridge (Grizzly Peak) on the east and the North Fork subwatershed to the north. Hamilton
Creek drains the southeastern portion of this watershed and joins Strawberry Creek below the Botanical Garden.
Anotherunnamed branch drainsthe area from Grizzly Peak to the Animal BehaviorResearch Station and joins
Strawberry Creek just above the retention dam.

An earthen retention dam is located at the entrance to thelower fire trail in the canyon. Its functionisto protect the
central campus and Haas Recreation Areafrom flood damage. The "Big Inch" bypass culvertbegins at the dam and
carries allupper canyon drainageunderground to its outlet adjacent to the Faculty Club on the central campus.
Chicken Creek and two other unnamed tributaries whichdrain the westem portion of the Lawrence Berkeley Lab
(LBL) complex and the central canyon area are routed directly into the BigInch bypassculvert.

The original Strawberry Creek channel continues downstream of the retention dam and becomesthe "Little Inch"

bypass culvert whenitenters a drop inlet located just above Haas Recreation Area TheLittleInch culvert travelsun
derneath the stadium and empties adjacent to the Women's Faculty Club. A small open channel then connectsthis
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culvertto the South Fork at the outlet of the Big Inch culvertnextto the Faculty Club. Flow in the original creek
channelbelow the retention dam is supplied solely by local runoff. Alowflow bypass once diverted flowthroughthe
retention basin dam to the former creek channel, but the pipeinside the dam has collapsed. A subdrainwhichundert
ies the old creek bed fromtheretentiondam to the drop inlet above Haas draws groundwater out of the channel
during dry periods, resulting inthissectionof channel drying up most of the year.

The South Fork on the central campus is therefore made up of flow carried by the two bypass culverts from the can
yon. This fork meanders through the southern side of the campusand eventually meetsthe North Fork in the Eucal
yptus Grove to form the Main Branch of Strawberry Creek. The South Fork travels about 3670 Inear feet on the
central campus, dropping about 110 feet in elevation for an average gradient of 3 percent. Likewise, the Main Bran
ch runs about 450 linear feet from the Eucalyptus Grove the entrance of the city tunnelat Oxford Street, dropping
15 feet, or about a 3 percent grade.

The North Fork subwatershed comprises 388 acres (0.6 squaremiles). It is bounded by Little Grizzly Peak on the
east, Rose Street on the north, and the South Fork subwatershed to the south. The North Fork, which origmally
drainedjust Blackberry (Woolsey) Canyon, has also beenidentified as Blackberry Creek, although this is a misn
omer because another creek in North Berkeley has thatname. Due to stormwater routing, the channel above Highl
and Avenuenow drains alarge portion of the LBL complex, Lawrence Hall of Science, and Space Sciences L
aboratory, extending alltheway to Grizzly Peak Boulevard. Much of the North Fork hasbeen culvertedundemeath
the LBL complex and North Berkeley. An extensiveartificial fillareaislocated in the original creek channel north of
the Lawrence Hall of Science and cut and fill operations also obliterated the original North Fork channel throughout
the LBL complex. Open channels along the North Fork still existin Blackberry Canyonbelow LBL, between a few
blocks inNorth Berkeley, and on the central campus.

The open channel in Blackberry Canyon dumps into a drop inlet above HighlandAvenue. Duringlowflowperiods,
the creek is directed into an open channel south of Le Conte Avenue which enters a tunnel under Northside and
empties into the central campus at North Gate. At times of high flow, most of the water in the North Fork is diverted
into a48"- 60" storm drain culvertwhlchruns downRidge Roadto Euclid Avenue and thence to the creek at North
Gate.

The North Fork watershed has been extended beyond its natural drainage area to the north due to stormwater
routing. Euclid Avenue and La Loma Avenue storm drainlinesextend as far north as Rose Street. These stormlines

eventually dump into the North Fork citytunnel which empties into the open channel on the central campus at North
Gate.

The North Fork then meanders through the northwest portion of the central campus and 1s routed underneath West
Circleintothe Eucalyptus Grove where it meets the South Fork. The North Fork travels approximately2150 linear
feet on the central campus, dropping about 80 feet in elevation for an average grade of 4 percent. Thisis slightly
steeper on the average than the other central campusreaches of the creek. The cross-campus culvert emptiesinto
the North Fork just above the University Drivevehiclebridge. Thisculvert drains thenortheastern section of the cen
tral campus, continues eastwardunder Gayley Road by Stern Hall, and across Cyclotron Road to the Cafeteria
Creek channel which drains a small portion of the LBL complex. The cross-campus culvert is the single largest point
source on campus in terms of both drainage area and volume ofeffluent.

The remaining 16 acres of the upper Strawberry Creek watershed drain directly intothe Main Branch of the creek
above Oxford Street. Much of this area consists of Evans Field and Edwards Track Stadium drainage whichis
routed directly into theMain Branch.

The upper Strawberry Creek watershed generally lies in the CaliforniaCoast Ranges section of the Pacific Border
physiographicprovince. The steep southwestward-facing frontof the Berkeley Hills trend northwestward at the
head of Strawberry Canyon. The Hayward Faultroughlyparallels Gayley Road, forming the toe of thehill slope.
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West of Gayley Road theland surface including the central campus gently slopes west-southwestward towards San
FranciscoBay.

The topography.of Strawberry Canyon is almost totally fault-controlled. Alongwithrelated severe erosion thishas
formed theexisting canyonand drainage system east of the Hayward Fault. Canyon topography consistsgenerally
of a complex pattern of relatively smallsecondary ridges andnosings separated by anintricately branchingcanyon
‘system whichresulted from acombinationof faultingand erosion. Except for lower Strawberry Canyon, the area is
generally steeply sloping, averaging about twenty-fivepercent. The existingextensivelevelareas in the canyon are a
resultof constructiongradingactivities. Elevationranges fromabout 1760 feet at the crest of the BerkeleyHills
down to 200 feet at the west end of the central campus (Oxford Street), constitutingadrop of over 1500 feet inel
evation in theupper watershed.

Historical Perspective

Thisabbreviatedhistory gives an indication of the adverse impacts developmenthashad on Strawberry Creek. A 1
ong history of water qualityproblems, flooding, and erosion becomes apparent. Extensive diversionsand stream
coursechannelizationandalterationshave occurred over the past eighty years. Construction costs for stormdrain
age systemsand flood damage to the University overtime has been quitesignificant.

Priorto the arrival of the Spanish and other white settlers to Californiain the late 1770's, native Indians of the
Huchiun-Ohlonegrouplived inclustered settlementsalong streams such as Strawberry Creek. They once maintain
ed a summer camp near the present site of the stadium. The Indians werehunter-gatherers whomanaged theirland
by controlled bumingof the underbrush tofacilitate acorn gathering and the growth of seed-bearing annuals. Thelan
dscape appeared as an open oak woodland and grassland filledwith perenmial bunchgrasses andherbaceous fl
oweringplants. Much of the tree cover was limited to the stream channels, and strips of riparianvegetation closely
followed the steam corridors from the crests of the hills down to the alluvialflatlands. Deer, elk, bear, andmountainl
ions were abundant in the hills. Salmon and trout spawned in the upper reaches of the creeks.

OnMarch 27,1772, a Spanish scientific expedition led by Don Pedro Fages stopped along the banks of
Strawberry Creek just upstream of present-day Oxford Street. From this future site of the University,diaristJuan
Crespi described the beauty of the Golden Gate vista. Legend has it that the creek got its name from the abundant
strawberry vines thathned its banks. Spanishexplorersnamed the East Bay area "Contra Costa” or "opposite
coast". Inthe early 1800's much of the East Bay was partitioned intoland grants by the last Spanish governor of Cal
ifornia. The boundaries of these tracts were often delineated by streams because they were the most obviouslan
dscape elements. The Rancho San Antonio tract whichwas deeded to Don Luis Maria Peraltain 1820 en
compassed the presentcities of Albany, Berkeley, Emeryville, Alameda, Oakland, Piedmont, and San Leandro. In
1842, Peraltadivided the Rancho amonghisfour sons, and gave his son Jose Domingo the area now calledBerkel
ey.

The Gold Rush of 1849 opened the East Bay to land developmentbooms. The Berkeley area bore the brunt of the
influxof Americansettlers as development spread across the Bay from San Francisco. Jose DomingoPeralta
resisted the first American squatters, but soon realizedhe could not maintain control over such desirable land. In
1853, Peralta sold off most of his land and the next year Orrin Simmons, a sea captain tumed farmer, acquired
squatter's rights to 160 acres of land between Strawberry Creek and the present Clark Kerr campus. In 1857, he

obtained full title and purchased two more tracts of land, givinghim ownership of 700 acres including the future site
of the Universitycampus.

In 1860, the College of Californiamowed to its present site from Qakland. Strawberry Creek was one of the main
reasons the founders chose Simmons'property. "All the other strikingadvantages ofthislocation couldnot make ita
place fit to be chosen as the College Home withoutthis water. With itevery excellence is of double value"(Willey,
1887). Even during a drought in 1864 the stream continued to flow the entire year, yieldingabout 100,000 gallons a
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day or about 0.16 cfs. Three forks of Strawberry Creek meandered throughthe college site atthattime. The middle
fork was drained in the early 1870's to create a dry level area for a cinder running track now occupied by the Life
SciencesBuilding Annex. To protect the track from strong westerly winds, the Encalyptus Grove was planted.

The central campus at this time was a sloping grassy plain dotted with coast live oaks. Oaks, sycamores, bay trees,
and shrubs lined both forks of Strawberry Creek. Old photographsreveal considerable tree planting duringthe
1860's and 1870's in an apparent effort to improvethe barren landscape. Cattle were introduced intothehill area in
the 1850's and grazed on imported annual grasses whichquicklyestablishedthemselves. Eventuallythese grasses
out-competed thenative perennial bunch grasses whichcould not survivethe impacts ofheavy grazing. Dairy farms
were located in Strawberry Canyon before the land became part of UCholdings in 1909 and cattle continuedgrazin
ginthehillsuntilthe 1930's. Grass-oak savannah was the vegetative cover inthe canyonas shown in photographs
taken in 1870 and 1901. The East Bay creeks supported a growing timbertradethatsignificantlydepleted the tree
cover of the upper creeks. This was especiallytrueduringtherebuildingperiod whichfollowed the 1906 San Fran
cisco earthquake and fire. Eucalyptus was often planted throughout the East Bay hills inthe early 1900's by small
private water companies as a means of profitingfromthe shortage of Californiahardwood lumber at the time.

‘Waterworks were constructed in Strawberry Canyon in the 1860's to supply water to farms and speculators. Sprin
gs were developed, pipeslaid, and wooden flumes constructed to carry the water. In 1867, a brick reservoirwas
constructed in the canyon and waterworks placed to deliver more water, Upuntil this time the deared land in the
canyon was dividedamongst a few farmers. As additional land was cleared in the canyon, runofffromthehiflsin
creased, causing severe erosion downstream. In October of 1882 the Universitybuiltfivecheck dams along
Strawberry Creek in an attempt to stop streambed incisionandsubsequent bank erosion on the central campus.

In 1883, the firstlarge culvert was installed in a small stretch of streambed inthe vicinity of Oxford Street to facilitate
the passage of horses and wagons. Cement box culvertswere instalied along the creek throughoutitsentirelengthin
Berkeley during the late 1800's and early 1900's. This culverting continued until the 1930'swhen the Works
Progress Administration(WPA )finished cul vertingthelast open reaches. The entire length of Strawberry Creek
throughthe city of Berkeley was now underground.

The firstreport of water quality problems appears in the Berkeleyanin 1895. An article complains ofthe"unsightly
appearance of sewer-begrimed water and filthily discolored banks,” Strawberry Creek was noted as beingan easy
means of removing sewage. In 1900, the Benard Planforthe campuslayoutoriginally calledfor the removal of the
creek from the grounds, but was later revised after objections were raised. A storm inMarch 1904 caused $300
damage to culverts on the central campusandextensively damaged streambanks, Thisprompted rock and concrete
work inmany locationsalong the creek to stabilize the banks. USGS experimentsconducted in 1907 estimated that
one ton of soil was being carried away for every 12,000 gallons of winter storm flow.

Extensive concrete work was performed on the entire creek in 1907 to protect streambanks and trees. Both the
creek sides and bottom werelined with concrete. The creek was also deepened five feetin the reach upstream of O
xford Street in an attempt to avert the flooding of downstream commercial areas which occurred the previouswin
ter. The construction of Memorial Stadium in 1923 necessitated the first major diversionof Strawberry Creek. The
stadium obliterated waterfallsthat once cascaded down the toe of thehillslope and resulted in the construction of the
"LittleInch"bypass culvert to carry the creek undemeath the stadium and Strawberry Field. The construction of
Stephens Hall that same year also required thererouting of the original creek channel

The "Big Inch" bypass culvert was built in 1951 at acost of $225,000 due to the possibilityofstructuralfailure of
the LittleInch bypass. Cracks were discovered in the old culvertfromthe stress caused by the Haywardfaultzone.
Atthattime, the Big Inch culvert began just above the Haas pools and emptied out next to the Facuity Club on
campus.

Rains in April 1958 caused $70,000 damage to Canyon roads and drainage systems. International House wasfl

hitp:/feewew.cchem. berkeley. edw/~chem1a/ech Lyl) it html Page 6 of 10

LBNL Building 49 Draft EIR A-65 ESA /202210



BUILDING 49 EIR

APPENDIX A

ooded and landslides blocked Canyon firetrails. Only fouryearslater in October 1962, 15 inches of rainfell infour
days, making it one of the heavieststorms ever recorded in the San Francisco Bay area. The Big Inchibypassinlet™
cloggedwith debris and the torrential creek overflowedthroughthe Haas complex and down Centennial Drive.
Damage to campus buildings and grounds was estimated at over $200,000. As a resultofflooding of the Dining
Commons in 1963, 2300 foot reach of the South Fork from Sather Gate to the Dwinelle Annex waswidened to ten
feetand a concrete retaining wall was built along the south bank. In Fall 1964, the University spent$519,000 on

~storm drainimprovements. This action wasnecessary because of the development in Strawberry Canyon that had
reportedly reduced the lagtime (the timeresponse of runoffto precipitation) to the bypass culvert entrance inthe
canyon from about two hours to fifteenmmnutes, posing a great threat to the campus by significanttyincreasingthe
peak storm flow. .

In 1966, the University extended the BigInch bypass inlet to an earthenretention dam builtin the canyonat the en
trance to the Lower Fire Trail. The retention basin would act to store flood waters during winterstorms and flow
could beregulated into the bypass culvertby means of ahydraulically operated gate. This structure would act to
prevent the extensiveflooding and damage that occurred in 1962. Also in 1966, a highflowbypass was builtinto
the North Fork city tunnel system torelieve the flooding threatcaused by increased runoff from LBL development in

the canyor. These storm drain improvements were done ata cost of $145,000 whichwas shared by the City and
the University. ‘

Various newspaper articles inthe 1970's and 1980's relate the continuingwater quality problems in the creek. A
1973 articletells of fecal bacteria contaminationenteringthe North Fork from the Northside area, Continued
erosion of stream banks is alsomentioned. A 1981 article states that the creek is treated as a sewercontaminated
by urbanrunoff, chemicals, drains, and sewage. Berkeley HealthDepartmentofficialsadvised not to enter the creek
atthattime.

Soils

The USDA Soil Conservation Service (SCS) Soil Survey of Western Alameda County was used to delineate the
soil types of the upper Strawberry Creek watershed. The soil types are presented in Table 2 and shown on Figure
3. Soil series may be assessed for theirrunoffpotential, risk of erosion, and other parameters of concern in the man
agementof Strawberry Creek and its watershed. In general, the upper watershed soils are highlyimpermeable and
haveahighrunoffpotential as well as ahighrisk of erosion, Strawberry Canyon is the site of numerouslandslide
bodiesthatwill easily slide whenundercut or flow when saturated. Development on the Canyon soils is severelycon
strained by steep slopes and shallow depth to bedrock.

Hydrologic soil groups as defined by the SCS can be used to estimaterunoffpotential of each soil type in the
watershed based uponitsinfiltrationcapacity. Infiltrationrates decrease and surface noffpotential increases as soil
types areclassified A through D. Approximately 38% (431 ac).of the watershed consists of soils having avery slow
mfiltrationrate (high runoffpotentialywhenthoroughly wet. Soils having avery slow to slowinfiltration rate comprise
about 23% (234 ac) of the watershed, whereas 1% (18 ac) of all the watershed soilshave a slow infiltrationrate.
Soils with a very slow to moderate infiltrationrateaccount for 20% (234 ac) of the watershed. The remaining 18%
(209 ac) of the watershed area is unsuitedtothe hy drologic soil classificationsystembecause it is covered by urban
structures or comprised of heterogeneous artificialfillmaterials.

Three different soil types account for 75% (736 ac) of the upper Strawberry Creek watershed area. Maymenloam
isthepredominant soil type in the watershed (366 ac or 32%). This is a shallow (10-20 in) somewhat excessively
drained soil withrapid to very rapid runoffpotential and high to very high risk of erosion. Tt is found on upland areas
withslopes of 30-75%. The pH range of Maymenloam is strongly acid (4.5-6.5). This soil typeformed inmaterial
that weathered from sedimentary rock.Ttis generally underlain by sandstone, siltstone, and conglomerate.

The Maymen-Los Gatos complex is another dominant soil type inthe watershed, comprising 265 acres (23%). This
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complex consists of steep and very steep soils on uplands. Slopes range from 30-75%, but are mainly 50-75%.
Thissoil complex is composed of 50% Maymensoilsand 35% Los Gatos soils. The remaining 15% ofthis soil type
are small areas of Millsholm siltloam andsomerock outcrop. Depth to bedrock ranges from shallow to moderately
deep (10-40in). Runoffand erosion characteristics are identical to Maymenloam. The pH of thiscomplexranges
from strongly acid toneutral (4.5-7.3). The Maymen-Los Gatos complex formed in material that weathered from
sedimentary rock and isunderlain predominantly by sandstone and shale.

Thelastmajorsoil type isthe Xerorthents-Millsholm complex whichcomprises 20% of the watershed area. This
complexisonhills at slopes ranging from 30-75%. It consists of about 70% loamy Xerorthents(altered soil or fill
material), 20% Millsholm clay, and 10% of small areas of Maymen loam, Los Gatos loam, and Los Gatos silty clay
loam. Depth to bedrock rangesfromshallow(10-20 in)to over 20 inches. This complex is well to somewhat
excessivelydrained. Runoffis rapid to very rapid and risk of erosion is high to very high. The pH of this complexran
gesfrom medium acidto slightlyalkaline (5.6-7.8). The xerorthentsinthiscomplex consist of soil materialsthathave
beenaltered by cuttingorfilling for urban development and, as a result, they have variable soil characteristics. The
Millsholmsoil formed inmaterial that weathered from fine-grained sandstone. This soil complex is generallyundert
ain by sandstone, siltstone, andundivided Quaternary deposits.

Geology

The upper Strawberry Creek watershed consists mostly of the geologically very recently upliftedBerkeley Hills
whichhingealong thenorthwest trendingHayward faultzone. In general, the steep hifl area isunstable and bedrock
isclosetothesurface;resulting innumerouslandslides and extensive soil erosion. Thehill area is part of a very
complexvolcanicvent structure that has been truncated and displaced northward by the Wildcat Fault. West of the
Haywardfault zone is a gently westward slopingolderalluvial plainwhich has been altered in the Central Campus
and LBL areas by cutandfill constructionactivity. The subsoil inthe Central Campus consists of soft, highly erodabl
e stream sediments gradingfromclayey siltsto cobbles and boulders. Thesesediments exhibitvery poor stability al
ong the banks of Strawberry Creek.

Thebedrock in the Canyon grades time-wise from Upper Cretaceous marinesedimentsthrough Miocene sediments
(Claremont Formation) to thelate Pliocene sedimentsand volcanics of the Orinda, Moraga, Grizzly and Bald Peak
Formations. A series of earth movementsextensivelyfolded and faulted these formations and massive volcanicin
trusionhas further altered the bedrock. The resultantformational contacts are steeplysloping to vertical and thetime
sequence isthus commonly horizontal rather than lying in vertical succession. The character of the rocks varies widel
y,ranging from fairly hard sandstones in the Cretaceous series to soft and clayey semi-shales of the late Pliocene
deposits. The volcanic members vary from extremely hard but generallyintensely fractured basalts to soft tuffaceous
sediments,

The Upper Cretaceous rocks underlie about 16% (186 ac) of the watershed between the Hayward and Wildcat
Faults bordering both sides of Strawberry Creek. These sediments are the oldest rocks in the hill area, consistingof
fragments of olderrocks which have been significantlyaltered and fractured by tectonic movements. Theserocks
are moderately to highly weathered, soft tomedium hard, and locallyfolded. This unitweathersfairly easily,
producingthickresidual soilsthatoftenmigratedownhillbylandslides or by colluvialprocesses.

Most of the northern area of the watershed between the Hayward and Wildcat Faults isunderlain by the Moraga-
Grizzly Peak-BaldPeak Formations (180.ac). These are extrusiveigneous rocks that have been altered by shearing
andweathering, and arehighly fractured. These formations are permeable enough to permitrapid and extensive
water circulation. Generally, the rocks are medium to completely weathered, soft to mediumhard and very thickly
bedded. The Grizzly Peak unit is stightlyweathered and very hard withmedium-spaced (8-24 inches) fractures.

East of the Wildcat Fault lies the Claremont Formation (163 ac) whichconsistsmainly of thin bedded shales and sil
tstone of moderatehardness. Therocks are generally fairlysiliceous orhave anappreciable calcite content and are

hitp://www.cchem.berkeloy.cdw/~chem1a/echem. 897/ Water/edit. html Page 8 of 10

LBNL Building 49 Draft EIR A-67 ESA /202210



BUILDING 49 EIR
APPENDIX A

O,

thusrelatively hard, resistantto erosion, and stable at quite steep slopes. Although porous, these rocks are not very
permeable because pore openings are very small andpoorly interconnected.

The Orinda Formation (154 ac) lies to the east of the Claremont Formation and also occurs in pockets between the
Hayward and Wildcat Faults. These rocks are soft and relativelyeasily eroded so they are unstable at steep slopes,
especially when saturated. Theserocks have been extensively degraded by bothtectonic shearing andintense

- surface weathering. The majority of thenumerous largelandslides inthe canyon have been based in Orinda
Formationmaterials. Hillslopesare commonly covered withamantle oflandslide debris that will easily slidewhenn
dercut or flow when saturated. Debris ormudflows in the canyon pose a major hazard because obstructionsmaycl
og inlets to the storm drainsystemand divertflow out of normal channels, resultinginextensive damage. Much of

upper Centennial Drive and parts of the Lawrence Hall of Science are located on the Orinda Formation, as well as
most LBLfacilities. '

Thelastmajor geologic unitin the watershed is the Moraga Formation (126 ac) which is locatedmainly inthe steep
northeasternhill area. These rocks are generally hard, but intensely fractured due to both naturalshrinkage
processes upon cooling and tectonicmovementswhichoccurred after deposition, Permeability is therefore generally
high The Moraga Formation is stratigraphically and topographically thehighest bedrock unitin the hill area, capping
theupperhillsand the Grizzly Peak ridgeline onthe northeastern boundary of the watershed.

Numerouslandslidesoccurinthe hill area, especially in thevicinity of the LBL complex. These slides are composed
of substantial soil and rock masses that have slid downslope along a failure plane. They may occur rapidly inasingle
major event or slowly throughrepeated smallfailures. New or old slides may be precipitated by highgroundwater1
evels, groundshaking, or changes inslope geometry andloading. Slidescan often berecognized by abulging,
cracked "toe" at the lower end, and by arched headscarps and topographic depressions at the upper end. In the
Berkeley Hills some thickmobileaccumulationsofcolluvium(soil and rock fragmentstransported downslope by
gravity)closely resembleshallowlandslides, makingitdifficulttodistinguishbetween them. Most olderlandslides are
marked by heavy brush and tree cover because the vegetationpreferstherelatively soft wet soil foundthere.

The Hayward fault zone is amember of the San Andreas Fault system which is a major geologic feature and plate
boundary along whichmassivecontinental driftispresently occurring. The Hayward fault zone forms a distinctgeol
ogicbreak between the Central Campus area to the west and the hill area to the east. The Wildcat Fault is another
significant geologic feature inthe watershed, and is probably a secondary member of the San Andreas system. This
faulttraversesthe Canyoninthe vicinity of the Botanical Garden.

TheHayward faultexhibitsright-lateral movement, withthe westerly side moving to the northwest in comparisonto
the easterly side. Slow tectonic creep (movement) is presently continuingalongthe fault at the rate of about 0.1 inch
per year in the area of Memorial Stadium. The "Little Inch" Strawberry Creek drainage culvertunder the stadium
has been previously damaged by thismovement.

Tectonic creep has produced major tension and compressionfaults east of the Haywardfault zone and the tectonic
movementswhichcaused theuplift of the Berkeley Hillshas producedthrustfaulting as well. The resultis a complex
system of gross-faults with both vertical and lateral movement. One such secondary faulthas formed the canyon of
the South Fork of Strawberry Creek above the stadium. These faultsrange in size from very small breaks to the
Hayward fault zone, whichis several hundredfeet wide.

The Hayward fault zone can be assumed to the active along itsentirelength. Severe earthquakes were caused by
movementalong fwlts withintheHaywardfault zonein 1836 and 1868. Ground rupture was reported across the
west side of the Clark Kerr campusand northwestward between Prospect and Warring Streets. Future movement
withinthe Hayward fault zone may or may not followthe samefault trace. The trace should not be construed asin
dicatingthe only line withinthe zone wheremovementhas taken place in the past, nor is it necessarily the line where
movementwill occurinthe future.

htip://wrerw._cchem.berkeley.edw'~chem1a/cchem. 597/ Water/edit. itmt Page 9 of 10
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Structures which lie within or across the Hayward fault zonemay not only be damaged by suddenmovement, offset,
andrupture along a fault in the event of an earthquake originatingin the fault zone, but may also be subjectto con
stant strain and damage due to opposite sides of faults withinthezonecontinuouslymovingvery dowly in opposite
directions.

TheWildcatFanlt is alsoaright-lateral fault with apparently local verticalmovements. This constitutesanother major
structuralnon-conformity in the watershed. Thisfaulthas indoubtedly been active inrelativelyrecent geologic time.
‘Whether creep is currently occurring along the fault or whether there is currently any hazard of displacementisnot
knownwithany degree of certainty. East of the Wildcat Fault the secondary faultpattem continues withless
expression, apparentlyreflectinglesser totallong-termmovement, These secondaryfaults are presumably currently
inactive. The fractured rocks along any of these faults form numerous passages forgroundwater.

Themostrecent geologic studies ofthe complexhill area (Converse Assoc...1 984) suggestthat a single deep groun
dwater table may existin combinationwithnumerousperchedgroundwater tables. The perched groondwater areas

may existseasonally or only after periods of heavyrainfall. Thelocal presence of groundwaterin the hillarea is also

stronglyinfluencedby the presence of seepage barriers such as faults and the numerous Orinda-Moraga formational
contacts. The primary sources of groundwater inthe hill area were deduced to be surficial (runoffandinfiltration)as
well as the volcanicflowrocks east of the Wildcat Fault.

Groundwatermay moverelatively freely through thehighlyfractured Moraga rocks, but is impeded by the relatively
impermeablecontactzone and less permeable nature of the Orinda rocks. This restriction of groundwater flowresul
tsinanaccumulation of water at and above the contact zone of these two formations. Flow occurs alongthesecon
tact zones when gradients are sufficientandoften exitsthehillsides in the form of springs or seeps. A strongcorrel
ationexistsbetween springlocations and Orinda-Moraga contacts. These contactsarehighlyirregular becanse of
the interbedded nature of these formations,so springs do not occur at any givenelevationonthehillsides.

Chemistry of Water

http://www.cchem.berkeley.edw/~chemla/echem. S97/ Water/edit.html Page 10 of 10
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feet of open creek, A 120-space
parking lot for lab employees will

be built on top.

Lab officials say this is the
cheapest and most convenient
ecological disaster. On Tuesday

See COUNCIL, Page 8

y they turned out in force at the

solution, and they promise to do
everything they can to mitigate
opponents of the plan call it an

environmental side effects. But
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APPENDIX A

COUNCIL ROUNDUP
City remains
out of creek

controversy

e,

STAFF REPORT
-Opponents of Lawrence
Berkeley National Laboratory’s
plan to cover a small creek in
Strawberry Canyon with 2,000
truckloads of dirt from a nearby
hillside were disappointed when
the City Council declined to take
a strong stand against the project.
The Council unanimously ap-
proved a mild letter to LBNL, re-
minding the lab of the city’s long-
time concern about environmental
pollution. But by a narrow 5-4
vote, it rejected a stronger letter
that would have placed the city
firmly in opposition to the plan.
But that may not be the end
of the story. Several council
members who voted against the
stronger letter said it was the
timing, not the content, they ob-
jected to. '
“We can come back and revisit
this in the fall, after our staff has
’had a chance to
said Councilwoman Miriam Haw-
ley. _

ance to make a report.”.
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